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MEMORANDA. 

In  Hilary  vacation  184<1,  Sir  Joseph  Littledaie  having 
resigned,  WiUiam  Wighimanj  Esq.,  was  appointed  a 
judge  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  and  afterwards 
received  the  honour  of  knighthood. 

In  1841  John  Vincent  Thompson^  Esq.,  was  called  to 
the  degree  of  seijeant  at  law. 

Lord  CoUenham  having,  in  TVinify  vacation  1841,  re- 
signed the  great  seal,  the  same  was  immediately  de- 
livered to  Lord  lAfndhursL 

On  the  15th  of  October  1841,  Richard  RuAards,  Esq., 
the  Accountant-General  and  one  of  the  Masters  of  the 
Court  of  Exchequer,  became,  by  force  of  the  5  Vict. 
c.  5.  5. 32.,  a  Master  in  ordinary  of  the  High  Court  of 
Chancery. 

On  the  29th  and  90th  of  October  1841,  respectively, 
James  L.  Knight  Bruce^  £^.,  Q.  C,  and  James  Wigram^ 
Esq.,  Q.C.,  were  appointed  Vice-Chancellors  under  the 
5  Vict.  c.  5.  They  afterwards  received  4lie  hiwour  of 
knighthood,  and  were  appointed  members  of  her  Mar 
jesty's  Privy  Council. 

Sir  Frederick  J.  PoUock^  Knt,  was  appomted  At- 
tomey-GeneraL 

Sir  WiUiam  Webb  FoOett,  Knt,  was  appointed  So- 
licitor-General, in  the  place  of  Sir  Jhmas  Wilde^  Knt, 
resigned. 
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1841. 


MEMORANDA. 

1841.  In   Trinity  vacation   1841  the  following  gentlemen 

were  appointed  Queen's  Counsel :-— HicAarJ  Godson^ 
Esq.,  WiUiam  WhateUy^  Esq.,  Maithm  Talbot  Baines, 
Esq.,  The  Honourable  James  Stuart  Wortley^  Henry 
Langlandsy  Esq.,  Sutton  Sharpe^  Esq.,  Charles  James 
KnofwleSf  Esq.,  Charles  Austin^  Esq.,  and  Alexander  J. 
E.  Cockbum^  Esq. 

The  Right  Honourable  Sir  John  Bernard  Bosanquetj 
Knt,  hayings  in  Michaelmas  vacation  1841,  resigned, 
Cresswell  Cressfaell^  Esq.,  was  appointed  a  judge  of  the 
Common  Pleas. 

In  Hilary  term,  1842,  the  following  gentlemen  were 
appointed  Queen's  counsel:  —  Edward  Wilbrahanij 
Esq.,  Wilkinson  MathewSf  Esq.,  John  Herbert  Koe^  Esq., 
John  Godfrey  Teed^  Esq.,  William  Lt^his  Lmndes^ 
Esq.,  Thomas  Purvis^  Esq.,  John  Walker^  Esq.,  Kenyon 
Stedens  Parker^  Esq.,  James  BusseU^  Esq.,  Thomas  Oliver 
Anderdonj  Esq.,  Robert  Picleau  Bmqpellj  Esq.,  and 
Lt^his  Tottenham  Wigram^  Esq. 

Thomas  Pemberton,  Esq.,  was  appointed  Attorney- 
General  of  His  Royal  Highness  the  Prince  of  Wales. 

In  Fdfruary  1842  Francis  Stack  Murphy^  Esq.,  was 
called  to  the  degree  of  seijeant  at  law. 
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1841. 

ORDER  OF  COURT, 

26th  Aaugiat^  1841. 

The  Right  Honourable  Charles  Christopher 
Lord  CoTTENHAM,  Lord  High  Chancellor  of 
Great  Britain,  by  and  with  the  advice  and  as- 
sistance of  the  Right  Honourable  Henry  Lord 
Langdale,  Master  of  the  Rolls,  doth  hereby, 
in  pursuance  of  an  Act  of  Parliament,  passed 
in  the  fourth  year  of  the  reign  of  Her  present 
Majesty,  intituled  '*  An  Act  for  facilitating 
the  Administration  of  Justice  in  the  Court  of 
Chancery,''  and  of  an  Act  passed  in  the  fourth 
and  fiflh  years  of  the  reign  of  Her  present 
Majesty,  intituled  <<  An  Act  to  amend  an  Act 
of  the  Fourth  Year  of  Her  present  Majesty, 
intituled  <  An  Act  for  facilitating  the  Adminis- 
tration of  Justice  in  the  Court  of  Chancery,' *' 
order  and  direct  in  manner  following ;  that  is 
to  say,  ^^ 

I. 
That  there  shall  forthwith  be  prepared  a  proper  al-  A  "  «jl>«*?"* 

phabetical  book  for  the  purposes  after  mentioned,  and  i^^pt  at  the 

that  such  book  shall  be  called  the  solicitors'  book,  and  ^^'®''^^' 

Office; 
shall  be  publicly  kept  at  the  office  of  the  Six  Clerks,  to 

be  there  inspected  without  fee  or  reward. 

II. 

That  every   solicitor,   before   he  practise   in  this  5n  which  soli- 
Court,  in  his  own  name  solely,  and  not  by  an  agent,  their  place  of 
whose  name  shall  be  duly  entered  as  after  mentioned,  l>usines>; 
and  every  solicitor,  before  be  practise  as  such  agent, 
shall  cause  to  be  entered  in  the  solicitors'  book,  in 

Vol.  III. .  a  alphabetical 
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1841.       alphabetical  order,  hb  name  and  place  of  business,  or 
^"^^'^^"^     some  other  proper  place  in  London^  WestminsUr^  or  the 
Borough  of  Sautkojarkf  or  within  two  milea  of  Uncclfft 
Inn  Hallf  where  he  may  be  senred  with  writs,  notices, 
orders,  warrants,  mles,  and  other  documeots,  proceed- 
ings, and  written  communications  in  causes  and  matters 
*h^  '"'th        depending  in  this  Court;  and  as  often  as  any  such  soli- 
oC  citor  shall  change  hb  place  of  business  or  the  place 

where  he  may  be  served  as  aforesaid,  he  shall  cause  a 
like  entry  thereof  to  be  made  in  the  solicitors*  book ; 
and  that  the  above  mentioned  entries  shall  be  made  in 
such  book  by  the  said  *Six  Clerks,  who  shall  be  entitled 
Fee.  to  a  fee  of  Is.  for  every  such  entrjr;  and  diat  the  fund 

arbing  firom  such  payment  shall  be  applied,  in  the  first 
instahce»  in  paying  the  expenses  of  providing  and  keep- 
ing such  book. 

UI. 
Service  of  That  all  writs,  notices,  orders,  warrants,  rules,  and 

at  such  r^      other  documents,  proceedings  and  written  communi- 
gistered  place;  cations,  which  do  not  require  personal  service  upon 
the  party  to  be  a£Pected  thereby,  shall  be  deemed  suffi- 
ciently served  if  such  document,  or  a  copy  thereof^  as  the 
case  may  be,  shall  be  left  at  the  place  lastly  entered  in 
or  at  Six         the  solicitors'  book  by  the  solicitor  of  such  party ;  and 
if  no  entry.      ^^  ^"7  solicitor  shall  neglect  to  cause  such  entry  to  be 
made  in  the  solicitors'  book  as  is  required  by  the  Second 
Order,  then  the  fixing  up  a  copy  of  any  such  writ, 
notice,  order,  warrant,  rule,  or  other  document,  pro- 
ceeding, or  written  communication  for  such  solicitor  in 
the  said  Six  Clerks'  Office,  shall  be  deemed  a  sufficient 
service  on  him,  unless  the  Court  shall,  under  specbl 
circumstances,  think  fit  to  direct  otherwbe. 

IV. 

By  consent,  Xhat  if  any  solicitor  shall  give  his  consent  in  writing 

service  may        %         i  . 

be  by  post       that  the  service  of  all  or  any  writs,  notices,  orders, 

or  o  crwise,    ^^rfants,  rules,  or  other  documents  may  be  made  upon 

him 
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hnn  tMoughrihe'  pttt^lffliie*  091  otbdrwise^.  ^cb  service       1841. 
s^  be^dMiiMxl  suffieieDtIf  itoaAti  msbch  mantser  as     ^'^^v^^*' 
SQeh  Mlidtov  dball  bate  so  i^eed  to  accept;  bat  it  sball 
be  'CompebBiit  fer  -any  solldtbr  giving  mdt  cooBent,  at 
aajrtiiile  tt>  refbke  the  tenie  by' notice  ih  wHting. 

-■ '  -'^    '••  .^y-  '     ;'    •  ■    . 

That  no  per^en  shiiU  be  aUow^  to  appear  or  act^  No  proceed- 
mllier  in^  {person,  by  aolidtpr  pr  pompsel,  or  to  ^ice  Kudton'^ 
any  pfoeeediBga  whatever  in  this  Court,  elUier  aa  plain*  ^'^'^* 
tifl^  defendant,  petitioner,  respondent,  party  intervening, 
or  otherwise,  until  an  entry  of  the  name  of  his  solicitor 
and  Ua^^lidtor's  aga^ty  if  there  be  one,  or  if  he  act  in 
per80D,''hiaawiiiiamej  and  addrefiss  Cme*  servioe  shall  Mve 
been  made  hi  tkesoUdtors'  book  al  the  oflSee  of  the  Six 
Qerks ;  but  if  such  address  of  any  person  so  acting  in 
peraon,  ^ali  not  'be  within  London^  Wntmin^er^  or  the 
Borou^  q(  Scuikt9ark9  or  within  two  iailes  of  Lincoln's 
im  Hall,  th^n  all  fecvic^  apoa  such  person,  not  reqnir«* 
ing  to  be  nSade  personally^  shall  be  deemed  sufficient  if 
il  copy  of  the  writ,  notice,  order,  warrant,  rule,  or  other 
docoment  to  be  served,  be  transmitted  to  him  througb 
Her  Msgesty's  post-offiee^  to  such  address.as  aforesaid^ 

VI. 
That  no  writ  of  attachment  with  'proclamations,  nor  Af  to  enforc- 
any  tWrit  of  |iebeUipo,be  hereafter  issued  for  the  purpose  ^^  «cree«i 
of  coaipeUing*Qbe4ieBoe  to  any  p^oces^  order,  or  decree 

:        viL  ' 

That  no  order  shall  hereafter  be  made  for  a  mes*  and  appear- 
senger,  orfor  the  sei3eanl>-alHarmsi:i0  take  tber  body  of  '°^^' 
the  defendant  for  the  purpose  of  compelling,  bin  to 
iqipear  to  the  bill. 

VIII. 

THAT'if  the  defendant,  being  duly  served  ttdtha  suIh  Enttyby 
ftma  Vb  appear  to  and  answer  the  bill,  shall  refuse  or  p^nce^r^' 

a  2  neglect  defendant.  • 
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184fl.  neglect  to  appear  thereto^  the  plaintiff  shaU^  after  the 
^^^^^'^^^  expiration  of  eight  days  from  snch  senrioe,  be  at  liberty 
to  apply  to  the  Conrt  for  leave  to  enter  an  appearance 
for  the  defendant  And  the  Court,  being  satisfied  diat 
the  subpcena  has  been  duly  served,  and  that  no  appear- 
ance has  been  entered  by  the  defendant,  may  give  such 
leave  accordingly;  and  that  thereupon  the  plaintiff  may 
cause  an  appearance  to  be  entered  for  the  defimdant. 
And  thereupon  such  further  proceedings  may  be  had  in 
the  cause  as  if  the  defendant  had  actually  appeared. 

IX. 
Sequestration       That  upon  the  sheriff's  return,  *non  est  incenius^' 
shelriff'lre^      to  an  attachment  issued  against  the  defendant  for  not 
turnofnofiew  answering  the  bill,  and  upon  affidavit  made  that  due 
attachment       dih'gence  was  used  to  ascertain  where  such  defendant 

for  want  of      ^^s  at  the  time  of  issuinir  such  writ,  and  in  endeavouring 

answer.  ®  ^ 

to  apprehend  such  defendant  under  the  same,  and  that 

the  person  suing  forth  such  writ  verily  believed,  at  die 

time  of  suing  forth  the  same,  that  such  defendant  was 

in  the  county  into  which  such  writ  was  issued,  the 

plaintiff  shall  be  entitled  to  a  writ  of  sequestration  in 

the  same  manner  that  he  is  now  entitled  to  such  writ, 

upon  the  like  return  made  by  the  Seijeant-at-Arms« 

X. 

No  writ  of  •  That  no  writ  of  execution  nor  any  writ  of  attach- 
attachment  to  °^^"^  ^^^^^  hereafter  be  issued  for  the  purpose  of  re- 
enforce  de-  quiring  or  compelling  obedience  to  any  order  or  decree 
of  the  High  Court  of  Chancery ;  but  that  the  party  re- 
quired by  any  such  order  to  do  any  act  shall,  upon  being 
duly  served  with  such  order,  be  held  bound  to  do  such 
act  in  obedience  to  the  order. 

XL 

On  Don-per-         That  if  any  party  who  is  by  an  order  or  decree 
formaoce  of  ,       .  ,  ,  .        ».    .     ■■ 

decree,  Ac,      ordered  to  pay  money,  or  do  any  other  act  in  a  umited 


time, 
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timej  shall,  after  due  seryice  of  such  order,  reFuse  or       .184L 
nei^ect  to  obey  the  same  according  to  the  exigency    ^"^"V^*^ 
thereof,  the  party  duly  prosecuting  such  order  shall,  at  ^|^^^. 
the  expiration  of  the  time  limited  for  the  performance 
thereof,  be  entitled  to  an  order  for  a  Serjeant-at-Arms, 
and  such  other  process  as  he  hath  hitherto  been  entitled 
to  upon  a  return,  ^  non  est  inoetUuSy  by  the  commissioners 
named  in  a  commission  of  rebellion  issued  for  non-per- 
formance of  a  decree  or  order. 

XII. 
That  every  order  or  decree  requiring  any  party  to  Decreetottate 
do  an  act  thereby  ordered,  shall  state  the  time  after  JJhj^h^ljB*!.^^ 
service  of  the  decree  or  order  within  which  the  act  is  to  formance  ne- 
be  done ;  and  that  upon  the  copy  of  the  order,  which  thTcmise^ 
shall  be  served  upon  the  party  required  to  obey  the  quences  of 
same,  there  shall  be  indorsed  a  memorandum,  in  the  ance. 
words,  or  to  the  effect  following;  viz. — ^^If  you,  the 
within  named  A.  B.j  neglect  to  perform  this  order  by 
the  time  therein  limited,  you  will  be  liable  to  be  arrested 
by  the  Serjeant-at-Arms  attending  the  High  Court  of 
Chancery;  and  also  be  liable  to  have  your  estate  se- 
questered for  the  purpose  of  compelling  you  to  obey  the 
same  order.*' 

XIII. 
That  upon  due  service  of  a  decree  or  order  for  4e-  Writ  of  assist- 
livery  of  possession,  and  upon  proof  made  of  demand  and  delivery  of  ' 
refusal  to  obey  such  order,  the  party  prosecuting  the  same  possession. 
shall  be  entitled  to  an  order  for  a  writ  of  assistance. 

XIV. 
That  the  memorandum  at  the  foot  of  the  subpoena  Subpoena  to 
to  appear  and  answer,  shall  hereafter  be  in  the  form  a^I^^iKes 
following;  that  is  to  say,  —  <^  Appearances  are  to  be  to  be  entered 
entered  at  the  Six  Clerks'  Office  in  Chancery  Lane^  Lon^  sequences  of 
don ;  and  if  you  do  not  cause  your  appearance  to  be  non-appear- 

a  d  entered 
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184L  entered  wicbm  the  tkne  limited  b;f  the  above  writ,  t6e 
^^^y^  plainttff  will  he  At  Ubbty  to  «nter  en  eppenranee  for  you ; 
and  yoa  ^31  be  subject  fo  an  attadbment  and  the  other 
consequences  of  not  answering  the  pkfaitiff'B  bH),  if  yda 
do  not  pnt  in  your  aaiwer'ihereto  nfthna  the  time  limited 
by  the  General  Orders  of  the  Court  for  Uiat  parpoee.'* 

XV..  ' 

Orders  for  That  every  person  not  being  a  party  in  «By<oane^ 

persons  not      ^^^  ^^  obtained  an  order,  or  in  whose  favour  an 

parties  how  to  order  shall  have  been  made,  shall  be  entitled  to  enforce 

obedience  to  such  order  by  the  same  procett  ak  if  he 

iftFere  a  party  to  the  cause ;  and  every  person,  not  being 

a  party  in  any  cause- against  whom  obedience  to  any 

order  of  the  Court  may  be  enforced,  shall  be  liable  to 

the  same  pi^ocess  for  enforcing  dbedienoe  to  such  order 

as  if  be  were  a  party  to  the  eatise. 

:     XVI. 

Defendant  not  That  a  defendant  shall  not  be  bound  to  answer  any 
swer unless'  Statement  or  charge  in  the  bill,  unless  specially  and 
speciallyin-      particularly  interrogated  thereto ;  and  a  defendant  shall 

not  be  bound  to  answer  any  interrogatory  in  the  bill', 

except  those  interrogatories  which  such  defendant  is  re- 
Answer  stating  quired  to  answer;  and  where  a  defendant  shall  answer 
wt^not^  ^  ^'^y  statement  or  charge  in  the  bill,  to  which  he  is  not 
interrojgated     interrogated,  only  by  stating  his  ignorance  of  the  matter 

so  stated  or  charged,  such  answer  shall  be  deemed  im* 

pertinent. 

XVIL 
Interrogato-  That  the  interrogatories  contained  in  the  interrogat- 
videdTa^**  ing  part  of  the  bill  shall  be  divided  as  conveniently 
numbered ;  as  may  be  from  each  other,  and  numbered  consecutively 
thoscTwEfch^  1,  2,  S,  &c,;  and  the  interrogatories  which  each  de- 
each  defend-  fendant  is  required  to  answer  shall  be  specified  in  a 
9wer.        "     ^^^  A^  ^^  ^^(  ^f  the  bill,  in  the  form  or  to  the  efibct 

following; 
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Mlpwing ;  thiit  k  to  s^y^  —  '*  Tbe  defendaQt  {JLJl)  is  1841. 
cequired  to  aoswer  the  inUrrogatoilies  numbered  re-  ^"^V^^ 
spectively  1,  2,  9,  &c. ; "  and  the  office  copy  of  the  biU 
taken  by  each  defendant  shall  not  contain  any  interroga- 
tories except  those  which  such  defendant  is  so  required 
to  answer,  unless  suth  defendant  shall  require  to  be 
fnmiAed  with  a  copy  of  the  whole  bill. 

XVIIL 
That  the  note  at  the  foot  of  the  bill,  specifying  the  in-  Such  specm- 
terrogatories  which  each  defendant  is  required  to  answer,  deemed  part 
shall  be  considered  and  treated  as  part  of  the  bill,  and  ^^^^  ^ 
the  addition  of  any  such  note  to  the  bill,  or  any  alter- 
ation in  or  addition  to  such  note  after  the  bill  is  filed,  shall 
be  considered  and  treated  as  an  amendment  of  the  bill. 

XIX. 

That  instead  of  the  words  of  th^  bill  now  in  use  New  intro- 
preceding  the  interrogating  part  thereof,  and  beginning  t" theln^v 
with  the  words  «  To  the  end  therefore,"  there  shall  gs^ory  part  of 
hereafter  be  used  words  in  the  form  or  to  the  effect  fol*    . 
lowing :  "  To  the  end,  therefore,  th^t  the  said  defend- 
aots  may)  if  they  can,  shew  why  your  orator  should  not 
ha?e  the  relief  hereby  prayed,  and  may,  upon  their  seve- 
ral and  respective  corporal  oaths,  and  according  to  the 
best  and  utmost  of  their  several  and  respective  know- 
ledge, remembrance,  in&fdnition,  and  belief,  full,  true, 
direct,  and  perfixt  answer  make  to  such  of  the  several  in- 
terrogatories :hereinafter  numbered  and  set  forth  as  by 
the  note  hereunder  written  they  are  respectively  re- 
qoired  to  answer;  ihat  is  to  si^y,  — 
.       «L  Whether*  &c» 
«  9.  Whether,  &c'' 

XX. 
That  a  defendant  in  a  country  causp  shall  be  allowed  Time  for 
IKK.  ftirtber  time  for  pleading,  answering,  or  demurring  ^mei^cpim- 

a  4  to 
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184fl.       to  any  original  or  supplemental  billf  or  bill  of  rerivor^ 

J^y^T^  .  or  to  any  amended  bUl,  than  is  now  allowed  to  a  d^ 
try  as  in  town  " 

caufe.  fendant  in  a  town  cause. 

# 

XXI. 

Defendant  That  after  the  expiration  of  the  time  allowed  to  a 

&c.,'plfdntiff^  defendant  to  plead,  answer,  or  demur  (not  demurring 
may  file  ^tra-  alone)  to  an  original  bill,  if  the  defendant  shall  have 
filed  no  plea,  answer,  or  demurrer,  the  plaintiff  shall 
be  at  liberty  to  file  a  note  at  the  Sue  Clerks'  Office 
to  the  following  efiect:  **  The  plaintiff  intends  to  pro- 
ceed with  his  cause  as  if  the  defendant  had  filed  an 
answer,  traversing  the  case  made  by  the  bill,  and  the 
plaintiff  had  replied  to  such  answer,  and  served  a  sub- 
poena to  rejoin."  And  that  a  copy  of  such  note  shall 
be  served  on  such  defendant  in  the  same  manner  as  a 
Effect  of.  subpoena  to  rejoin  is  now  served,  and  such  note  when 
filed  (a  copy  thereof  being  so  served),  shall  have  the 
same  efiect  as  if  the  defendant  had  filed  an  answer, 
traversing  the  whole  of  the  bill,  and  the  plaintiff  had 
filed  a  replication  to  such  answer,  and  served  a  subposna 
to  rejoin.  And  after  such  note  shall  have  been  so  filed, 
and  a  copy  served  as  aforesaid,  the  defendant  shall  not 
be  at  liberty  to  plead,  answer,  or  demur  to  the  bill 
without  the  special  leave  of  the  Court 

XXII. 

How  order  for      That  a  plaintiff  shall  not  be  at  liberty  to  file  a 

travening 
note "  to  be     note  under  the  Twenty-first  Order,  until  he  has  ob- 

obtained.  tained  an  order  of  the  Court  for  that  purpose,  which 
order  shall  be  applied  for  upon  motion,  without  notice, 
and  shall  not  be  made  unless  the  Court  shall  be  satis- 
fied that  the  defendant  has  been  served  with  a  subpoena 
Requisites  for  to  appear  and  answer  the  bill,  and  that  the  time  allowed 
^  ^  *  to  the  defendant  to  plead,  answer,  or  demur,  not  de- 
murring alone,  has  expired. 

XXIII.  That 
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XXm.  1841. 

That  where  no  'account,  payment,  conveyance,  or  f/^^'^ 
other  direct  relief  is  sought  agamst  a  party  to  a  snit,  to  require  ap- 

it  shall  not  be  necessary  for  the  plaintiff  to  require  !>««»"<»  ■"<* 

J  *r  T  answer  from 

such  party,  not  being  an  infant,  to  appear  to  and  formal  parties. 

answer  die  bill.    But  the  plaintiff  shall  be  at  liberty  to  ^^^  process 

serve  such  party,  not  beinir  an  infant,  with  a  copy  of  the  fgunst  them 
•  .«!•/  t  .  .     1  %   ,  by  serving  of 

bill,  whether  the  same  be  an  original,  or  amended,  or  copy  of  bill. 

supplemental  bill,  omitting  the  interrogating  part  thereof; 
and  such  bill,  as  against  such  party,  shall  not  pray  a 
subpcena  to  appear  and  answer,  but  shall  pray  that 
such  party,  upon  being  served  with  a  copy  of  the  bill, 
may  be  bound  by  all  the  proceedings  in  the  cause. 
But  this  order  is  not  to  prevent  the  plaintiff  from  re- 
quiring a  party  against  whom  no  account,  payment, 
conveyance^  or  other  direct  relief  is  sought,  to  appear  to 
and  answer  the  bill,  or  from  prosecuting  the  suit  against 
sucti  party  in  the  ordinary  way,  if  he  shall  think  fit 

XXIV. 
That  where  a  plaintiff  shall  serve  a  defendant  with  Order  to  be 
a  copy  of  the  bill  under  the  Twenty-third  Order,  he  jJJl^'ofirTii 
shall  cause  a  memorandum  of  such  service,  and  of  the  entered. 
time  when  such  service  was  made,  to  be  entered  in 
the  Sx  Clerks'  OflBc^  first  obtaining  an  order  of  the 
Court  for  leave  to  make  such  entry,  which  order  shall 
be  obtained  upon  motion  without  notice,  upon  the  Court 
bemg  satisfied  of  a  copy  of  the  bill  having  been  so 
served,  and  of  the  time  when  the  service  was  made. 

XXV. 
That  where  a  defendant  shall  have  been  served  with  On  non-ap- 
a  copy  of  the  bill,  under  the  Twenty-third  Order,  and  |»l^ff  may 
a  memorandum  of  such  service  shall  have  been  duly  proceed  « 
enteredf  and  such  defendant  shall  not  within  the  time  d^endant  as 
limited  by  the  practice  of  the  Court  for  that  purpose,  ^^^^  ^^^  "^ 
enter  an  appearance  in  common  form,  or  a  special  ap- 
pearance 
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1841.  pearanoe  under  the  Twenty-setenth  Order;  the  pbdntiff 
aball  be  at  liberty  to,  proceed,  in  the  causey  na  if  the  party 
served  with  a  copy  of  the  bill  were  not  a  party  thereto^ 
«nd  tl^  party, so  served  «hall  be  bound  by  all  the  pro- 
ceedings  in  the  cause,  in  ,th^  same  niannfe;r  as  if  he  had 
appeared  to  and  answered  the  bilL 

XXVL 

Fonnal  dc-  That  where  a  party  shall  l)e  served  with  a  copy 

have  suit        of  the  bUI  under  (be  Twenty-thjrd  Order^  such  par^ 

"^""Eliiii  ^  he  desiues  the  suit  to  be  prosecuted  against  him- 

ordinaiy  way;  sflf  in  the  ordinary  way,  shall  be  entitled  to  have  it 

so  prosecuted ;  and  in  that  case  he  shall  enter  an  ap^ 

pearanoe  in  the  common  form,  and  the  suit  shall  then 

be  prosecuted  against  him  in  the  ordinary  way ;  but 

the  coste  occasioned  thereby t  shall  be  paid  by  the  party 

so  appearing^  unlm ;  the  CSourt  aball  otherwise  direct 


or  may  enter 
special  ap- 
pearance, re- 
quiring to  be 
served  with 
notice  of  all 
proceedings. 


XXVIL 
That  where  a  party  shall:  be  served  with  a  copy 
of  .the  bill  under  the  Twenty^thnrd  Orders  and  shall 
desire'  to'  be  served  with  st  notice  of  the  proceedings 
in  the  causey  but  not  otherwise  to  have  the  same  pro- 
secuted against  himselfy  he  shall  ;*be  at .  liberty ite  enter 
a^special  a^pearai^oe  under  the  foDowing&rm;  diatis 
to  say,  *^A.&  appears  to  the  bill  foe  the  purpose  of 
being  served  with  notice  of  all  proceedings  theivin.'' 
And  thereupoiii  the  party  entering  such  •  appearance 
shall  be  entitled  to  be  served  with  notioe  of  all  proceed- 
ings in  the  cause^  and  to  appear  thereon*  But  the  costs 
occasioned  thereby  shall  be  paid  by  the  party  entering 
such  appearance,  uidess  the  Court  shaU  otherwise  direct* 


^  XXYia, 

After  timeex-      THAT  a  pattyshall  not  be  at  'liberty  to  eniier'  such 


Costs. 


Sefendantnot  special  appearance  under  the'  T^Arenty*seveR(h  Order, 
^Het  die  tube  limited  by  the  practice  ^  tb^n  Courts  for 

appearing 


to  enter 
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appearing  to  tf'bilt  in  tfte  ordihary  coaroe^  wHhoat  first       1841. 
obtaining  an  order  of  the  Court  for  that  purpose,  such     ^'^^^^'^^^ 
order  to  be  obtained  on  notice  to  the  plaintiff;  and  the  !SlrBnc«rex. 
party  so  entering  such  special  appearance. shall  be  bcnind  cept  by  leave, 
by  all  the  proceedings  in  the  causei  prior  to  such  special 
appearance  being  so  entered, 

'^      ;    ;  •  xxrx- "' ;  ;'•     ;;* 

That  where,  po  account,  payment;,  conveyance,  or  CofU  where 
other  relief  is  sought  against  a  party,  but;  the.  plainti^  quSra  ap^ 
shall  require  such  party  to  appear  to  and  answer  the  pearance  &c. 
bill,  the  costs  occasioned  by  the  plaintiff  having  required  defendant, 
such  party  so  to'appear  and  answer  the  bill,  and  tlie  costs 
of  all  proceedings  consequential  thereon,  shall  be  paid 
by  the  plaintiff,  unless  the  Court  shall  otherwise  direct. 

XXX. 

That  in  all  suits  concerning  real  estate  which  is  Devisees  in 

vested  in  trustees  by  devise,   and  siick  trustees  are  power  to  sell, 

competent  to  sell  and  irive  discharges  for  the  proceeds  to  represent 

of  the  sale,  and  for  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  estate,  ficialiv  inte- 

snch  trustees  shall  represent  the  persons  beneficially  ^^^ '"  '^® 
^  r  .  .  'f    same  manner 

interested  iti  the  estate  or  the  proceeds,  or  the  rents  and  as  executors 
profits,  in  the  same  manner,  and  to  the  same  extent,  as  J^S^gtote!'' 
the  executors  or  administrators  in  suits  concerning  per- 
sonal estate  represent  the  persons  beneficially  intierested 
ill  such  personal  estate ;  and  in  such  cases  it  shall  not 
be  necessary  to  make  the  persons^  beneficially  interested 
in  such  reftl  estate,  or  rents  and  profits,  pairties  to  the 
suit;  but  the  Couit  may  upon  consideration  of  the 
matter  on  the  hearing,  if  it  shall  so  think  fit^  order  such 
persons  to  be  made  parties. 

XXXI. 

That  in  suits  to  execute  the  trusts  of  a  will,  it  shall  Heir  at  law 

.    ■  1        ■       t    •  1  .       not  an  indis- 

ifOt  be  necessary  to  make  the' beir  at  taw  a  party;  pensable  party 

bot  the  plaintiff  sbiOl  be  at  Hberty  to  make"*eiieirat  ^^^^^If 


xzu 
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One  or  more 
of  parties, 
jointly  and 
seTerally 
liable,  may  be 
sued  alone. 


On  oTemiling 
demurrer  or 
plea  to  whole 
bill,  plaintiff 
may  file 
"  traversing 
note." 


law  a  party  where  he  desires  to  have  the  will  established 
against  him. 

XXXIL 

That  in  all  cases  in  which  the  plaintiff  has  a  joint 
and  several  demand  against  several  persons,  either 
as  principals  or  sureties,  it  shall  not  be  necessary  to 
bring  before  the  Court,  as  parties  to  a  suit  concerning 
such  demand,  all  the  persons  liable  thereto;  but  the 
plaintiff  may  proceed  against  one  or  more  of  the  persons 
severally  liable. 

XXXIIL 

That  where  a  demurrer  or  plea  to  the  whole  bill 
shall  be  overruled,  the  plaintiff,  if  he  does  not  re- 
quire an  answer,  shall  be  at  liberty  immediately  to 
file  his  note  in  manner  directed  by  the  Twenty-first 
Order,  and  with  the  same  effect,  unless  the  Court  shall, 
upon  overruling  such  demurrer  or  plea,  give  time  to  the 
defendant  to  plead,  answer,  or  demur;  and  in  such 
case,  if  the  defendant  shall  file  no  plea,  answer,  or 
demurrer,  within  the  time  so  allowed  by  the  Court,  the 
plaintiff,  if  he  does  not  require  an  answer,  shall,  on  the 
expiration  of  such  time,  be  at  liberty  to  file  such  note. 

XXXIV. 


That  where  the  defendant  shall  file  a  demurrer  to 
the  whole  bill,  the  demurrer  shall  be  held  sufficient, 


time. 


Demurrer  to 
be  held  sidfi- 
cient,  unless 
set  down  by     and  the  plaintiff  be  held  to  have  submitt^  thereto, 

fn^ertain'       unless  the  plaintiff  shall,  within  twelve  days  from  the 

expiration  of  the  time  allowed  to  the  defendant  for 

filing  such  demurrer,  cause  the  same  to  be  set  down 

for  argument ;  and  where  the  demurrer  is  to  part  of  the 

bill,  the  demurrer  shall  be  held  sufficient,  and  the 

plaintiff  be  held  to  have  submitted  thereto,  unless  the 

plaintiff  shall,  within  three  weeks  fi-om  the  expiration  of 

the  time  allowed  for  filing  such  last-mentioned  demurrer, 

cause  the  same  to  be  set  down  for  argument. 

XXXV.  That 
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XXXV.  1841. 

That  where  the  defendant  shall  file  a  plea  to  the  _/\^ 

Plea  to  be 
whole  or  part  of  a  billi  the  plea  shall  be  held  good  held  good,  un- 
to the  same  extent  and  for  the  same  purposes  as  a  {?\hf  plaint 
plea  allowed  upon  argument,  unless  the  plaintiff  shall,  tilTwithin 
within  three  weeks  from  the  expiration  of  the  time  ^  '^  ^ 
allowed  for  filing  such  plea,  cause  the  same  to  be  set 
down  for  argument,  and  the  plaintiff  shall  be  held  to 
hare  submitted  thereto. 

XXXVI. 
That  no  demurrer  or  plea  shall  be  held  bad  and  No  demurrer 
overruled  upon  argument,  only  because  such  demurrer  helSbadfor 
or  plea  shall  not  cover  so  much  of  the  bill  as  it  might  covering  too 
by  law  have  extended  to. 

XXXVII.  ^ 

That  no  demurrer  or  plea  shall  be  held  bad  and  or  for  being 
overruled  upon  argument,  only  because  the  answer  of  answer. 
the  defendant  may  extend  to  some  part  of  the  same 
matter  as  may  be  covered  by  such  demurrer  or  plea. 

XXXVIII. 
That  a  defendant  shall  be  at  liberty  by  answer  to  Defendant 
decline  answering  any  interrogatory  or  part  of  an  in-  wotea  him- 
terrogatory,  from  answering  which  he  might  have  pro-  ^^^"^^^ 
tected  himself  by  demurrer;   and  that  he  shall  be  at  covery. 
liberty  so  to  decline,  notwithstanding  he  shall  answer 
other  parts  of  the  bill  from  which  he  might  have  pro- 
tected himself  by  demurrer. 

XXXIX. 

That  where  the  defendant  shall,   by  his  answer,  Cause  may  be 
«         «••«!•     1  <«     •        0»  t»  •        ■ct  down  for 

suggest  that  the  bill  is  defective  for  want  of  parties,  argument  on 

the  pUuntiff  shall  be  at  liberty,   within  fourteen  days  ^^^/^"rti^ 

after  answer  filed,  to  set  down  the  cause  for  argument  taken  by  an- 

upon  •**'• 
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1841.       upon  that  objection  orifi'md  the  purpose  for  which 

^^^"V"^^     the  «iune.is  so  set  dpim  shfJl  be  notified  by. an  Mtry, 

to  be  made  in  the  Registrar's  book,  Ja  the  fom^  pr 

to  the,  effect  following;  (tha^t  is  to  saj»}  **  Set  down 

upon  the  defendant's  objection  for  want  of  parties;" 

In  default        and  that  where  the  plaintiff  shall  not  so  set  down  hi^ 

to  be  entitled   Cause,  but  shall  proceed  t^ie^ewith  to  a  hearingi  notwith- 

at  hemng  to    g^dijig  an  objectiQU  fcyr  want  of  parties  taken  by  the 

course.  answer,  he  shall  not,  at  the  hearing  of  the  causey  if  the 

defendant's  objection  shall  then  be  allowed,  be  entitled 

as  of  course,  to  an  order  Ibr  liberty  to  amend  his  bill  by 

adding  parties.  .  Bat  the  CouEt»  if  it  thinks  fit,'Shdl  be 

at  liberty  to  dismiss  the  bill 

XL. 

Court  in  cer-        That  if  a  defendant  shall,  at  the  hearing  of  a  cause, 

prac^dT  "*^  object  that  a  suit  is  defecdve  fcr  want  of  parties,  not 

*f^'l^"^^     having  by  plea  or  answer  taken  the  objectipni  and 

parties.  therein,  specified  by  name  or  description  the  pfflties  to 

whom  the  objection  applies,  the  Court  (if  it  shall  think 

fit)  shall  be  at  liberty  to  iQake  a  decree. saving  the  rights 

of  the  absent  parties. 

XU. 

Costs  of  a  That  where  a  defendant  in  equity  files  a  cross  biU 

discovery         against  tl^e  piaintiGT.in  equity  for  discovery  only,  the  costs 

only.  q[  311^1^  ^m^  ^d  Qf  the  answer  theret9,  shall  be  in  the  dis* 

cretiop  of  the  Cou];t'at  the  hearing  of  the  priginal  cause. 

XLIL 
Answer  to  That  where  a  defendant  in  equity  files  a  cross  bill  for 

discovery  may  discovery  only  against  the  plainCiff  in  equity,  the  answer 
^  read  likte      ^  ^^^ii  ^^ji^gg  y^y^  '^g^^  \^  teaA.  and  used  by  the  party 

cross  bill  for     filing  such  cross  biU^  in  the  same  manner  and  under  the 
relief.  ^^^  restrictions  as  the  answer  to  a  bill  praying  teli^ 

nay  now  bexead  and  used. 

XLIII.  That 


ORDERS  IN  CHANCERY.  «▼ 

...     ■ .'    ^ '  ^    xuih  :         ••'  -  i  '.         i«4i. 

That  in  csadta  itt  whieli'  atfjr  exhibit  may  by  the  present  £j^|,jjjjjg 
practice  of  the  Court  be  proved  vivd  voce  at  the  hearing  proveable 
of  a  cause,  the  same  may  be  proved  by  the  affidavit  of  ^ p^ldby 
the  witness  who  would  be  competent  to  prove  the  same  affidavit. 
vivd  voce  at  the  hearing,   * 

XXIV, 
That  where  a  defendant  makes  de&ult  at  the  hear-  Decree  by 
ing  of  a  cause,  the  deci-ce  shallbe  absolute  in  thfe  ^bSliteln* 
first  instance,  Without  giving  the  defendant  a  day  to  the  first  in. 
show  cause,  and  sttch  decree  shall  have  the  same  force 
and  effect  a^  if  the  same  had  heen  a  decree  nisi  in  the 
first  instance,  and  afterwards  made  absolute  in  default 

of  cause  shown  by  the  defendant 

.  .  .     ^         .       :.     T 

.      /-.XLV. 
That  every  decree  fbr  an  account  of  the  personal  Inquiry  in 
estate  of  a  testator  or  intestate  shall  contain  a  direction  outstanding 
to  the  Master  to  inquire  and  state  to  the  Court  what  parts  estate. 
(if  any)  of  such  personal  estate  are  outstanding  or  un- 
disposed of,  unless  the  dourt  shall  otherwise  direct. 

XLVL 
That  a  creditor,  whose  debt  does  not  carry  int(irest,  Interest  on 
who  shall  come  in  and  establish  the  same  before  the  carrying 

Master,  under  a  decree  or  order  in  a  suit,  shall  be  en-  interest,  out 

J  ■  ya  J         of  surpluji. 

titled  to  interest  upon  his  debt,  at  the  rate  of 'i&4  per 

centi  firom  tke  date  of  the  decree,  out  dtknf  assets  which 

may  remain  after  satisfying  the  costs  of  the  i(uit,  the 

debts  established,  and  the  interest  of  such  debts  as  by 

law  carry  .interest         ,  . 

XLVIL 

That  a  creditor  who  has  come  in  and  established  his  Creditors  to 

debt  before  the  Master  under  a  decree  or  order  in  a  establishing 

suit,  debts. 
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1841*       suit,  shall  be  entitled  to  the  costs  of  so  establishing  his 
^^^y^^     debt,  and  the  same  shall  be  taxed  by  the  Master,  and 
added  to  the  debt. 

XLVIIL 

Affidavits,  Ac.      That  in  the  reports  made  by  the  Masters  of  the  Coart, 

stated  in  no  part  of  any  state  of  facts,  charge,  affidavit,  deposition, 

^^^^tT     examination,  or  answer,  brought  in  or  used  before  them, 

be  identified,    shall  be  stated  or  recited.   But  such  state  of  &cts,  charge^ 

affidavit,  deposition,  examination,  or  answer  shall  be 

identified,  specified,  and  referred  to,  so  as  to  inform  the 

Court  what  state  of  facts,  charge,  affidavit,  depositioa, 

examination  or  answer,  were  so  brought  in  or  used. 

XLIX. 
Bills  of  revivor      That  it  shall  not  be  necessary  in  any  bill  of  revivor, 
conta^^  dead-  ^^  supplemental  bill,  to  set  forUi  any  of  the  statements 

ings  in  ori-       in  the  pleadinirs  in  the  oriirinal  suit,  unless  the  special 
ginalsuit.  \  %.  ^  .      .  -^ 

Circumstances  of  the  case  may  requure  iL 

L. 

P^on  ^^  That  in  any  petition  of  rehearing  of  any  decree  or 

to  contain        order  made  by  any  Judge  of  the  Court,  it  shall  not  be 

proceedings      necessary  to  state  the  proceedings  anterior  to  the  decree 

antenor  to  -^  "^  ^^ 

decree.  or  order  appealed  from,  or  sought  to  be  reheard. 

LI. 
Commence-         That  the  foregoing  Orders  shall  take  efiect  as  to 
tioo  of  orders.  ^^  suits,  whether  now  depending  or  hereafter  com- 
menced, on  the  last  day  of  Michaelmas  term,  One  thou- 
sand eight  hundred  and  forty-one. 

COTTENHAM,  C. 
LANGDALE,  M.R. 
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GENERAL  ORDER. 

Tuesday,  Octobet^  I2th,  1841. 

Whereas  an  act  was  passed  in  the  fifth  year  of  the 
reign  of  her  present  Majesty,  intituled  <^  An  Act  to  make 
further  provisions  for  the  Administration  of  Justice:" 
NoW|  for  giving  effect  to  certain  provisions  in  the  said 
act  for  transferring  to  this  Court  all  suits  and  matters 
which,  on  the  15th  day  of  October^  instant,  shall  be  de- 
pending in  her  Majesty's  Court  of  Exchequer  as  a  court 
of  equity,  or  under  the  special  authority  of  any  act  or 
acts  of  parliament,   I  no  herebt  order,  that  every  puintiffB  and 
Plaintiff  and  Defendant,  in  any  suit  to  be  transferred  JJiJ'JJnl!^'° 
under  the  authority  of  the  above  recited  act,  shall,  on  or  femd  from 
before  the  said  15th  day  of  October,  instant,  name  one  fh^g,.  ^^ 
of  the  sworn  clerks  of  this  Court,  to  conduct  and  carry  nameclerkgin 
on  and  act  in  such  suit  as  clerk  in  court,  according  to  25th  of  Oo 
the  usual  practice  of  this  Court;  and  in  default  thereof,  ^^^  °®*'' 
either  party  to  the  suit  may  cause  to  be  served  upon  the  cither  party 
other,  a  notice  in  writing,  requiring  the  party  served  to  may  serve 
appoint  a  clerk  in  court,  within  seven  days  after  the  witlT  notice  to 

day  of  service  of  such  notice,  which  shall  be  left  at  the  appointwithiu 

seven  days. 
dwelling-house  or  usual  place  of  abode  of  such  party ; 

but  if  such  dwelling-house  or  usual  place  of  abode  can-  Mode  of 
not  be  ascertained,  and  affidavit  shall  be  made  to  that 
effect,  then  service  of  such  notice  upon  the  solicitor  who 
was  last  concerned  for  such  party  in  the  Court  of  Ex- 
chequer shall  be  deemed  good  service.     And  in  case  at  1"  case  none 
the  expiration  of  the  period  so  to  be  mentioned  in  such  within  that 

notice,  no  clerk  in  court  shall  have  been  appointed,  ac-  pc"od,  oppo- 

.  ,       s'tc  party  may 
cording  to  the  requisition  thereof,  then  the  party  giving  apply  to  Court 

such  notice  shall  be  at  liberty  to  apply  to  this  Court  to  |^  CoLrt^^^ 

appoint  a  derk  in  court  for  the  partjr  so  making  de-  pointed. 

Vol.  III.  b  fault 
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1841.       &ult  as  aforesaid:  and  such  application  may  be  upon 
^^^""(^^    motion  or  petition,  without  notice,  but  it  shall  be  sup- 
ported by  an  affidavit  of  such  notice  as  aforesaid,  having 
been  served,  and  of  the  address  of  the  party  or  solicitor 
No  proceed-    served.     And  I  do  hereby  further  order,  that  no 
t^n  until       proceeding  shall  be  taken  by  any  party,  in  any  suit,  so 
clerk  in  court  to  be  transferred  as  aforesaid,  until  after  the  appoints 
appoin  ^^^^  ^j.^  ^j^^j^  .^  court;  and  that,  where  such  appoint- 

ment shall  be  made  by  the  Court,  the  order  directing 
the  same  shall  contain  the  address  of  the  party  so 
making  default  in  such  appointment,  or  of  the  solicitors 
so  representing  such  party  as  aforesaid,  in  order. that 
the  clerk  in  court,  so  appointed,  may  be  enabled  to  for- 
Costs  in  trans-  ward  notices  and  other  matters  to  such  party.     And  I 
previously  to    ^^  Hersby  FURTHER  ORDER,  that  SO  far  as  regards  the 
thei5th  Oc-    taxation  and  allowance  of  costs,  in  any  of  the  suits  or 
be  taxed  «>.     matters  so  to  be  transferred  as  aforesaid,  and  which  shall 
Exchc^uw      "^^  *>y  any  order  of  this  Court  be  directed  to  be  rego- 
practice,and    lated  in  that  particular  by  the  present  practice  of  the 
Siw^SrT*  ^^t  of  Exchequer,  such  costs  shaU  be  taxed  and 
ing  to  Chan«    allowed  in  manner  following  (that  is  to  say),  the  costs 
^  ^  previously  to  the  said  15th  day  of  October  instant,  shall 

be  taxed  and  allowed  according  to  the  practice  of  the 
said  Court  of  Exchequer,  and  the  costs  from  and  inclu- 
sive of  the  said  15th  day  of  October^  shall  be  taxed  and 
allowed  according  to  the  practice  of  this  Court  {a) 

Ltndhurst,  C. 
(a)  R%.  Lib.  1840.  B.  fol.  1085. 
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ORDER  OF  COURT. 

1st  Navembetf  1841. 

Whereas  powers  of  attorney  have  been  granted  by 
divers  persons,  empowering  other  persons  to  demand 
and  receive  cheques  payable  by  the  AccountantrGeneral 
of  the  Court  of  Exchequer ;  and  the  office  of  such  Ao- 
countant-General  has»  by  virtue  of  the  act  passed  in  the 
fifth  year  of  the  reign  of  her  present  Majesty,  intituled, 
**  An  Act  to  make  further  provisions  for  the  administra- 
tion of  Justice,"  ceased  to  exist     I,  John  Singletofij 
Lord    Lyndkurst^   the  Lord  Chancellor,  do  hereby 
pursuant  to  the  said  act,  direct,  that  the  Accountant-  The  Account* 
General  of  the  Court  of  Chancery,  and  the  Governor  ch^^lTc^d 
and  Company  of  the  Bank  of  England^  be  at  liberty  to  the  Bank  of 
act  upon,  or  under  the  several  powers  of  attorney,  which  action  powm 
may  have  been  granted,  or  given^  according  to  the  prac-  of  attorney 
tice  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  for  paying  over  of  cdve  monies 
any  sum  or  sums  of  money,  in  the  same  manner,  as  if  ?"^**^®J^^® 
such  powers  had  been  granted,  to  be  acted  upon  by  the  General  of  the 
AccountantrGeneral  of  the  Court  of  Chancery,  in  the  ^^uw.    *' 
form  and  according  to  the  usage  of  his  office;  and  all 
receipts,  which  shall  be  given  by  the  persons  to  whom 
such  powers  may  have  been  so  granted,  according  to  the 
practice  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  as  aforesaid,  shall 
be  good  and  valid  discharges  to  the  Acoountant-General 
of  the  Court  of  Chancery,  and  the  Governor  and  Com- 
pany of  the  Bank  of  England  respectively,  as  they 
would  have  been,  if  such  powers  had  been  given  to  be 
acted  upon  by  the  Accountant-General  of  the  Court  of 
Chancery,  {a) 

Ltndhurst,  C. 

.  {a)  Reg.  Lib.  1840,  B.  fol.  1085. 
b  2 
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ORDER  OF  COURT. 

Thundajf^  the  lltb  Naomher  1841. 

Recital  of  ap-  Whsbsas  an  act  was  passed  in  the  fifth  year  of  the 
Sfo°Y?c!s.^  reign  of  her  present  Majesty*  intituled  **  An  Act  to 
make  further  provisions  for  the  administration  of  Jus- 
tice;'* and  whereas,  under  the  powers  in  that  act 
contamed,  two  additional  Vice-Chancellors  ha?e  been 
appointed;  now  I  do  hereby  order -* 

L 
Pluntiffin  That  in  all  informations  or  bills  marked  under  the 

L.c.*^Jl?dd  fi^'s^  order  of  the  5th  day  of  May  18S7  (fl),  with  the 

the  title  of       words  «  Lord  Chancellor,"  the  plaintiff  shall,  under- 

either  of  the 

V.  C.8  to         neath  the  words  **  Lord  Chancellor,**  write  the  tide  of 

whose  Court,    qq^  ^f  ^|jg  ^^^  Vice-Chancellors,  at  his  option,  and  the 
the  cause  to  '  , 

be  thenoe-        cause  shall  thenceforth,  unless  removed  by  some  special 

uched?  *'"      ^^^^  ^^  ^^  ^^^  Chancellor,  be  attached  to  such  Vice- 
Chancellor's  Court 

II. 
CertiCcate  That  the  title  of  the  Vice-Chancellor  to  whose  Court 

readvfor        ^7  ^use  shall  be  attached,  shall  be  marked  in  every 

heannff  to  be    certificate  granted  under  the  second  Order  of  the  5th 
similarly  ,         -  ,^ 

marked.  uay  of  Mcy  18S7. 

III. 
h^^b*"**         That,  subject  in  every  case  to  any  special  order 
V.C.  since  the  made  or  to  be  made  by  the  Lord  Chancellor,  every 

mcTof  ATi.     ^"*®  *^^^y  ^^^^  by  ^y  Vice-Chancellor  since  the 
cAoe/mof  term,  first  day  of  this  present  Michaelmas  term,  be  attached 
to  be  attached 
to  his  Court.  ^® 

(«)  1  KeeHf  iz.>  and  9  Myl.  4*  C*  1* 
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to  the  Coort  of  the  Vice-ChaDcellor  by  whom  the  same       1841. 
has  been  heard ;  and  every  cause  standing  in  the  Lord     ^^V^^ 
Chancellor's  book  of  causes,  down  to  and  inclusive  of  Distribudonof 
the  cause  of  Hodges  v.  Dahf,  shaU  be  attached  to  the  .^S^thc"*" 
Court  of  the  judge  to  whom  the  same  13  appropriated  in  V.C.8. 
the  said  book* 

IV. 

That  the  plaintiff  in  every  cause  now.  in  the  Lord  In  other     ^ 
Chancellor's  Court,  whether  already  heard,  standing  for  x,.c.'a  Court, 
bearing,  or  otherwise,  except  those  mentioned  in  the  plain^n»y» 
last  preceding  order,  shall  be  at  liberty  to  deliver  a  ielectV.C/s 
notice  to  his  clerk  in  Court,  stating  the  name  of  the  ^Sdurauseto 
Vice-Chancellor  to  whose  Court  he  desires  such  cause  be  attached, 
to  be  attached,  and  to  serve  notice  thereof  on  all  parties 
to  the  cause ;  and  in  case  the  plaintiff  shall  neglect  or 
omit  so  to  do  on  or  before  the  17th  day  of  November 
mstant,  the  defendant,  or  any  one  of  the  defendants, 
shall  be  at  liberty  to  give  such  notice.     And  in  case,  on  In  default  by 
the  21st  day  of  November  instant,  no  such  notice  shall  November 
have  been  given,  then  any  person  who  may  be  desirous  ^^^^  parties 
of  applying  to  the  Court  in  such  cause,  shall  be  at  liberty  notice, 
to  give  such  notice ;  and  that  the  notice  of  the  plaintifi^ 
if  given  on  or  before  the  said  17th  day  of  November  in- 
stant, or  if  not  so  given,  then  tlie  notice,  whether  of  the 
plaintiff  or  of  any  one  of  the  defendants,  first  given  after 
the  said  17th  day  of  November  instant,  and  before  the 
said  21st  day  of  Naoember  instant,  and  the  notice  of  the 
plaintiff,  or  of  any  one  of  the  defendants,  or  of  the 
person  desirous  of  applying  as  aforesaid,  first  given  on 
or  after  the  said  21st  day  of  Naoember  instant,  shall  de- 
termine the  Court  to  which  such  cause  shall  be  attached, 
unless  removed  therefrom  by  any  special  order  to  be 
made  by  the  Lord  Chancellor.    And  that  no  par^  or 
person  shall  move,  petition,  or  take  any  proceedings 
until  such  notice  has  been  given. 

b  S  V.  That 


xzzu 


ORDERS  IN  CHANCERY. 


1841. 


Motionsy&c. 
in  L.  C.'» 
causes  to  be 
heard  before 
the  judge  to 
ivhoie  Court 
cause  at- 
tached 


V. 

That  all  motions,  petitions,  and  further  proceedings 
in  causes  in  the  Lord  Chancellor's  Court,  except  any 
motions  or  proceedings  which  are  now  part  heard,  shall 
be  had  before  the  judge  to  whose  Court  the  same  shall, 
under  the  provisions  of  these  orders,  be  attached,  unless 
removed  therefrom  by  any  special  order  of  the  Lord 
Chancellor. 


Notices  of 
motion  and 
petidons  not 
in  any  cause 
to  be  marked 
with  the  title 
of  one  of  the 
V.Cb. 


VL 
That  all  notices  of  moUon  not  in  any  cause,  and  all 
petitions  not  in  any  cause,  which  are  presented  to  the 
Lord  Chancellor  shall  be  marked  with  the  title  of  one 
of  the  Vice-Chancellors,  and  shall  thenceforth  be  at- 
tached to  such  Vice-Chancellor's  Court,  unless  removed 
therefrom  by  any  special  order  of  the  Lord  Chiincellor. 

vn/ 

Rmstrarsto        That  the  r^nstrars  shall  keep  distinct  lists  of  the 

li^ofcansei  ^^^^  ^^  ^^^^  matters    to  be  beard  before  each 
&c.  before        JudgOt  (a) 

Ltndhubst,  C. 


(a)  Reg.  Ub,  1841.  B.  4. 
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ORDER  OF  COURT. 

Wednesday^  the  17th  day  o(  November  184*1. 

The  Right  Honorable  John  Singleton  Lord  Lyndkurstj 
Lord  High  Chancellor  oi  Great  Britain^  by  and  with 
the  advice  and  assistance  of  the  Right  Honorable 
Henry  Lord  Langdaley  Master  of  the  Rolls;  the  Right 
Honorable  Sir  Lancelot  SfiadweU,  Vice-Chancellor  of 
England,  the  Honorable  the  Vice-Chancellor  James 
Lewis  Knight  Brucej  and  the  Honorable  the  Vice- 
Chancellor,  James  Wigram  ;  and  in  pursuance  of  an 
act  passed  in  the  fifth  year  of  the  reign  of  her  present 
Majesty,  intituled  ^*  An  Act  to  make  further  pro- 
visions for  the  Administration  of  Justice,"  doth  hereby 
order  and  direct  in  manner  following;  that  b  to 
say,— 

L 

That  any  person  or  persons  claiming  to  be  interested  PerBonsclaim- 
in  any  stock  transferable  at  the  Bank  of  England^  stand-  JJI^jSiffinthe 
ing  in  the  name  or  names  of  any  other  person  or  per-  books  of  the 
sons,  or  body  politic  or  corporate,  in  the  books  of  the  landmAjm^ 
Governor  and  Company  of  the  Bank  of  England,  may,  distringas, 
by  his  or  their  solicitor,  prepare  a  writ  of  distringas 
pursuant  to  the  said  act,  in  the  form  set  out  in  the  first 
schedule  to  the  said  act,  and  may  present  the  same  for 
sealing  at  the  subpoena  office. 

IL 

That  npon  the  presentment  of  such  writ  for  seal-  Formofaffi- 
ing,  and  on  leaving  with  the  patentee  of  ^esuipoena  °^^^ 
office  an  affidavit  duly  sworn  by  the  person,  or  one  of 
the  persons  af^lyisg  for  such  writ,  or  his  solicitor^ 

b  Ai  before 
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1841.  before  one  of  the  Masters  or  Masters  Extraordinary  of 
^^^y"^  this  Court,  in  the  form  set  out  at  the  foot  of  these 
orders,  the  same  writ  shall  (in  conformity  with  the 
orders  of  this  Court  for  issuing  and  sealing  writs  of 
subpcena)^  be  forthwith  sealed  with  the  seal  of  the  suIh 
Effect  of  such  poena  office;  and  such  writ  when  sealed  shall  have  the 
same  force  and  validity  as  the  writ  of  distringas  here- 
tofore issued  out  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer. 

III. 
May  be  dis-  That  such  writ  of  distringas  and  all  process  there- 

how  and  by  under  may  at  any  tidne  be  discharged  by  the  order  of 
whom.  ^his  Court,  to  be  obtained  as  of  course  upon  the  petition 

of  the  party  on  whose  behalf  the  writ  was  issued,  and  to 
be  obtained  upon  the  application  by  motion,  or  notice, 
or  by  petition,  duly  served,  of  any  other  person  claiming 
to  be  interested  in  the  stock  sought  to  be  affected  by 
such  writ;  and  that  upon  or  after  such  application,  such 
Costs.  costs  thereof,  and  in  relation  thereto,  and  to  the  said 

writ,  as  to  this  Court  shall  seem  just,  may,  if  this  Court 
shall  think  fit,  be  awarded,  and  ordered  to  be  paid  by 
the  person  or  persons  who  obtained  such  distringas,  or 
upon  an  application  by  any  other  person  or  persons,  by 
such  person  or  persons. 

IV. 
Distringas  That  the  Governor  and  Company  of  the  Bank  of 

prerent  tra^s-  England,  having  been  served  with  such  writ  of  rfw- 
fer  &c.,  be-  tringas,  and  a  notice  not  to  permit  the  tran$fer  of  the 
days  after  re-    ^tock  in  such  notice  and  in  the  said  affidavit  specified, 

quest  to  Bank  ^^  ^ot  to  pay  the  dividends  thereon,  and  bavins  after- 

to  permit  ^  -      -,  r 

transfer  &c.      wards  received  a  request  from  the  party  or  parties  in 

whose  name  or  names  such  stock  shall  be  standing,  or 
some  person  on  his  or  their  behalf,  or  representing  him 
or  them,  to  allow  such  transfer,  or  to  pay  such  di- 
vidends, shall  not,  by  force  or  in  consequence  of  such 
distringas,  be  authorized^  without  the  order  of  this 
..  Court, 
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Conrty  to  refuse  to  permit  such  transfer  to  be  made,        184K 
or  to  withhold  payment  of  such  dividends  for  more  than     ^"^V^^ 
eig^t  days  after  the  date  of  such  request. 

V. 
That  upon  leaving  such  affidavit  as  aforesaid  with   Fee  for  filing 
the  patentee  of  the  subpoena  office,  there  shall  be  paid  «®«**^*^' 
to  such  patentee  the  sum  of  Is.  for  filing  such  affidavit; 
and  that  within  twenty-four  hours  from  the  time  when 
such  affidavit  shall  be  so  left,  the  said  patentee  shall  Affida?ittobe 
paj  the  said  sum  of  Is.  to  the  clerk  of  the  affidavits,  and        *       • 
cause  such  affidavit  to  be  filed  and  regbtered  at  the 
ofiSce  of  such  clerk. 

VI. 
That  upon  the  sealing  of  such  writ  of  disirifigasy  the  Fee  for  seal- 
sum  of  Bs.  6d.  shall  be  paid  to  the  patentee  of  the  sub^  '"S* 
poma  office;  and  that  out  of  such  sum  the  said  patentee 
shall  pay  the  sum  of  45.  to-  the  Accountant-General, 
to  be  by  him  placed  to  the  credit  of  the  account  entitled  How  to  be 
«  the  Suitor's  Fee  Fund  Account."  ^'^"^  ^''• 

VII. 
That  for  and  in  respect  of  the  preparation  and  ser-  Fe^  for  pre. 
vice  of  such  writ  of  distringas  and  the  pracipe,  and  at-  £^/J"n/dil 
tendance  in  respect  thereof,  such  costs  shall  be  allowed  tringas. 
as  by  the  rules  and  practice  of  this  Court  are  allowed 
for  the  preparation  and  service  and  attendance  in  respect 
of  a  writ  oisubpcma  to  answer  a  bilL 


FORM   OF   AFFIDAVIT,  (a) 

y.  Z.  [the  name  of  the  party  on  whose  behalf  the  writ 

is  sued  out]  v.  The  Gaoemor  and  Compam^  of  the 

Bank  of  England. 

I,  A.  B. 

(a)  This  form  of  affidavit  was  altered  by  the  order  of  the  loth  of 
December  1S41,  icepoet,  p.  uxviii. 
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ISi'l.  I9  J»  B^  of ,  do  solemnly  swear,  that  accord- 

^^^■V^    ing  to  the  best  of  my  knowledge,  information,  and 
Form  of  a&    belief,  I  am  [or  if  the  affidavit  is  made  by  the  solicitor, 

daYit  Q^  2).,  of ,  is]  bon&Jide  and  beneficially  interested 

in  the  stock  hereinafter  particularly  described,  that  is 
to  say  [here  specify  the  amount  of  the  stock  to  be 
affected  by  the  writ,  and  the  name  or  names  of  the 
person  or  persons,  or  body  politic  or  corporate,  in 
whose  name  or  names  the  same  stock  shall  be  stand- 
ing] ;  and  that  I  have  reason  to  believe,  and  do  believe, 
that  there  is  danger  of  such  stock  being  dealt  with  in  a 
manner  prejudicial  to  my  interest  [or  to  the  interest  of 
the  said  C.  D.,  as  the  case  may  be],  (a) 

Lyndhurst,  C. 
Lanodale,  M.  R. 
Lancelot  Shadwxll,  V.  C. 
J,  Li  Knight  Bruce,  V.  C 
James  Wioram*  V«  C. 

(a)  Reg.  Lib.  1S41,  B.  17. 


ORDER  OF  COURT. 

Friday^  19th  Naoember,  184L 
ITie  operation  ^a)  Whereas  it  is  expedient  that  further  Orders  should 
3d»  4th»  and  *  be  made  for  the  better  administration  of  justice  in  the 
^  26th^f*^  ^^^  ^^  Chancery,  with  reference  to  the  matters  to 
Avguit  IS41,  which  the  first,  second,  third,  fourth,  and  fifth  Orders  of 
uS^EatUr  ^^  ^^  ^^7  of  August  last  apply,  and  that  in  the  mean 
term  i84s.       time  the  operation  of  the  same  Orders  should  be  sus« 

pended.    Now,  therefore,  I,  the  Right  Honorable 

John 

(a)  Reg.  Lib«  1841»  B.  fol.  85. 
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John  Singldofij  Lord  Lyndhursty  Lord  High  Chancellor  1841. 
of  Great  Britaitii  by  and  with  the  advice  and  assistance 
of  the  Right  Honorable  Henry^  Lord  Ijangdale^  Master 
of  the  Rolls;  the  Right  Honorable  Sir  Lancelot  Shad^ 
wellf  the  Vice-Chancellor  o£  England;  the  Honorable 
die  Vice-Chancellor  James  Lewis  Knight  Bnux^  and  the 
Honorable  the  Vice-Chancellor  James  Wigram,  do  here- 
by, in  pursuance  of  an  act  of  parliament  made  and 
passed  in  the  fourth  year  of  the  reign  of  her  present 
Majesty,  intituled,  **  An  Act  for  facilitating  the  admi- 
nistration of  Justice  in  the  Court  of  Chancery,"  and 
of  an  act  made  and  passed  in  the  session  of  parliament 
held  in  the  fourth  and  fifth  years  of  the  reign  of  her  said 
Majesty,  intituled,  **  An  Act  to  amend  an  Act  of  the 
Fourth  Year  of  her  present  Majesty,  intituled,  ^  An  Act 
for  facilitating  the  Administration  of  Justice  in  the  Court 
of  Chancery,'*'  order  and  direct  that  the  first,  second, 
third,  fourth,  and  fifth  Orders  of  the  96th  day  o{  August 
last,  shall  not  take  efiect  till  the  first  day  o(  Easter  term, 
1842.  (a) 

Ltvdhurst,  C 

Langdale,  M.R« 

Lancelot  Shadwell,  V,C. 

J.  L»  Knight  Bruce,  V.C 

James  Wioram,  V.C. 

(a)  FurtherniBpended  by  the  4th  order  of  1  Uh  Aprily  1842,  pott, 
p.xlH. 
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ORDER  OF  COURT. 


Variation  in 
the  form  of 
affidavit  for 
obtaining  a 
distringas 
under  the  2d 
order  of  the 
17th  Novem- 
ber 1841. 


December  10th  1841. 


The  Right  Honorable  John  SingleUmf  Lord  L^ndkunt^ 
Lord  High  Chancellor  of  Crreat  Britain^  by  and  with 
the  advice  and  assistance  of  the  Right  Honorable 
Henryj  Lord  Langdcde^  Master  of  the  Rolls»  the 
Right  Honorable  Sir  Lancelai  Shadwettj]  Vice-Chan- 
cellor  of  England^  the  Honorable  the  Vice-Chancellor 
James  Lewis  Knight  Bruce,  and  the  Honorable  the 
Vice-Chancellor  James  Wigramf  and  in  pursanoe  of 
an  act  passed  in  the  fifth  year  of  the  reign  of  her  pre- 
sent Majesty,  intituled,  *^  An  Act  to  make  further 
Provisions  for  the  Administration  of  Justice,''  doth 
hereby  order  and  direct  in  manner  following,  that  is 
to  say:  — 


That  the  affidavit  required  by  the  second  of  the 
Orders  of  the  17th  day  oiNaoember,  1841,  shall,  in- 
stead of  being  in  the  form  set  out  at  the  foot  of  those 
Orders,  be  in  the  form  following  :-* 

A.  J3.  [the  name  of  the  party  or  parties  in  whose  be- 
half the  writ  is  sued  out]  v.  The  Gaoemor  and  Company 
of  the  Bank  ofEngjLand. 


I, 


of 


-,  do  solemnly  swear,  that,  ac- 


cording to  the  best  of  my  knowledge,  information,  and 
belief,  I  am  [or  if  the  affidavit  is  made  by  the  solicitor, 

A.  A,  of ,  is]  beneficially  interested  in  the  stock 

hereinafter  particularly  described,  that  js  to  say,  [here 
specify  the  amount  of  the  stock  to  be  afiected  by  the 
writ,  and  the  name  or  names  of  the  person  or  persons, 

or 
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or  body  politic  or  corporate,  in  whose  name  or  names        1841. 
the  same  shall  be  standing.]  {a) 

Lyndhurst,  C. 

Lanodale,  M.R. 

Lancelot  Shadwell,  V.C. 

J.  L.  Knioht  Bruce,  V.C. 

James  Wioram,  V.C. 

(a)  Reg.  Lib.  1841,  B.  foL  129. 


ORDER  OF  COURT. 

llth  Jpril,  184^2.  1842. 

The  Right  Honorable  John  Singleton  Lord  La/ndhm^sti 
Lord  High  Chancellor  of  Great  Britainj  by  and  with 
the  advice  and  assistance  of  the  Right  Honorable 
Henry  Lord  Langdaky  Master  of  the  Rolls ;  the  Right 
Honorable  Sir  Lancelot  Skadwellj  Vice-Chancellor  of 
England^  the  Right  Honorable  the  Vice-Chancellor 
Sir  James  Lewis  Knight  Bruce,  and  the  Right  Ho- 
norable   the  Vice-Chancellor    Sir    James   Wigram, 
Doth  hereby,  in  pursuance  of  an  Act  of  Parliament 
passed  in  the  fourth  year  of  the  reign  of  her  present 
Majesty,  intituled,  *^  An  Act  for  facilitating  the  Ad- 
ministration of  Justice  in  the  Court  of  Chancery," 
and  of  an  act  passed  in  the  fourth  and  fifth  years  of 
the  reign  of  her  present  Majesty,  intituled,  <<  An 
Act  to  amend  an  Act  of  the  fourth  Year  of  the  Reign 
of  her  present  Majesty,  intituled,  <  An  Act  for  facili- 
tating the  Administration  of  Justice  in  the  Court  of 
Chancery,'"  order  and  direct  in  manner  following 
(that  is  to  say), 

LThat 
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1842. 


Where,  after 
appearance^ 
plaiatiff  un- 
able to  exe- 
cute attach- 
ment, defeocU 
ant  shall  be 
deemed  to 
have  ab- 
sconded. 


I. 

That  in  cases  where  the  defendant  shall  not  have 
put  in  his  answer  in  due  time  after  appearance,  and  the 
plaintiff  shall  be  unable,  with  due  diligence,  to  procure 
a  writ  of  attachment  to  be  executed  against  such  de- 
fendant^ by  reason  of  his  being  out  of  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  Court,  or  being  concealed,  or  for  any  other  cause, 
then  such  defendant  shall,  for  the  purposes  of  this 
Order,  be  deemed  to  have  absconded  to  avoid  the  pro- 
cess of  this  Court. 


Pluntiffmi^ 
serve  notice 
of  motion  to 
take  bill  pro 
confeno 
against  ab- 
sconding de- 
fendant who 
has  appeared 
by  his  own 
clerk  in  Court 


which,  in  de- 
fault of  an- 
swer, Court 
may  order. 


That  in  cases  where  any  defendant,  who  may  be  so 
deemed  to  have  absconded,  shall  have  appeared  by  his 
own  clerk  in  Court,  or  an  appearance  having  been  en- 
tered for  him  under  the  eighth  of  the  orders  of  the  26th 
day  o{  August  1841,  he  shall  have  afterwards  appeared 
by  his  own  clerk  in  Court,  the  plaintiff  may  serve  upon 
such  clerk  in  Court  a  notice,  that  on  a  day  in  such 
notice  named  (being  not  less  than  fourteen  days  after 
the  service  of  such  notice),  the  Court  will  be  moved 
that  the  bill  may  be  taken  pio  confesso  against  such  de- 
fendant; and  the  plaintiff  is,  upon  the  hearing  of  such 
motion,  to  satisfy  the  Court  that  such  defendant  ought, 
under  the  provisions  of  this  Order,  to  be  deemed  to 
have  absconded ;  and  the  Court  being  so  satisfied,  and 
the  answer  not  being  filed,  may,  if  it  shall  so  think  fit, 
order  the  bill  to  be  taken  Tpro  cot^esso  against  such  de- 
fendant, either  immediately,  or  at  such  time,  or  upon 
such  fiurther  notice,  as  under  the  circumstances  of  the 
case  the  Court  may  think  proper. 


Where  ap- 
pearance en- 
tered for  de- 
fendant, but 
who  has  not 
appeared  by 
hu  own  clerk 


That  in  cases  where  any  Defendant,  who  may  be  so 
deemed  to  have  absconded,  shall  have  had  an  appear- 
ance entered  for  him  under  the  eighth  of  the  Orders  of 
the  26th  day  of  August  1841,  and  he  shall  not  after- 
wards 
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wards  have  appeared  by  hia  own  deck  in  Courts  the        1848. 

plaintiff  may  cause  to  be  inserted  in  the  London  Gor    ^^V^^ 

zetU  a  notice,  that  on  a  day  in  such  notice  named  (being  ^°  ?^I^ 

not  less  than  four  weeks  after  the  first  insertion  of  such  giye  notice  m 

notice  in  the  London  Gazeitejf  the  Court  will  be  moved  ^^^\S\ 

that  the  bill  may  be  taken  pro  canfesso  against  such  procwfesso, 

defendant;   and  the  plaintiff  is,  upon  the  hearing  of 

such  motion,  to  satisfy  the  Court  that  such  defendant 

ought,  under  the  provisions  of  this  Order,  to  be  deemed 

to  have  absconded,  and  that  such  notice  of  motion  has 

been  inserted  in  the  London  Gazette,  at  least  once  in 

every  week,  from  the  time  of  the  first  insertion  thereof 

up  to  the  time  for  which  the  said  notice  shall  have  been 

given;  and  the  Court,  being  so  satisfied,  and  the  answer  ^nd  Court 

not  having  been  filed,  may,  if  it  shall  so  think  fit,  order  *^»°«  satisfied 
o  »       J  9  ~w  jj^^y  g^  order. 

the  bill  to  be  taken  pro  coftfesso  against  such  defendant, 
either  immediately,  or  at  such  time,  or  upon  such  fiir- 
ther  notice,  as  under  the  circumstances  of  the  case  the 
Court  may  think  proper. 

11. 

That  upon  default  by  an  infant  defendant,  in  not  Infant  dcfend- 

.        I     1  •«     1      ^  ant  not  ap- 

appeanng  to^  or  not  answering  the  bill,  the  Court  may,  pearing  after 

upon  motion,   order  that  the  Senior  Six  Clerk,  not  service,  Court 

^  may  appoint 

towards  the  cause,  may  be  assigned  guardian  of  such  six  clerk  guar- 

infant  defendant,   by  whom  he  may  appear  to  and  "^a*^^*"^* 

answer,  or  may  answer  the  bill,  and  defend  the  suit, 

upon  the  Court  being  satisfied  that  such  defendant  is 

an  in&nt,  and  (if  the  infiint  has  not  appeared)  that  the 

sifbpoma  to  appear  to,  and  answer  the  bill,  was  duly 

served,  and  (whether  the  infimt  has  appeared  or  not), 

that  a  notice  of  such  motion  was  (after  the  expii^tion  of 

the  time  for  appearing  to  or  answering  the  bill,  and  at 

least  six  clear  days  before  the  hearing  of  such  motion), 

served  upon,  or  left  at  the  dwelling-house  of  the  person 

with  whom>  or  under  whose  care^  such  infimt  defendant 

was 
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Defendant 
served  with 
subpoena,  but 
who  has  not 
appeared,  mav 
be  served  with 
notices  of 
motion,  Sec. 


lit,  2nd,  3rd, 
4th,  and  5th 
orders  of 
Jugutt  1841, 
suspended. 


Do.  the  22nd. 


was  at  the  time  of  serving  the  subpoma  ;  and  was  also 
served  upon  or  [left  at  the  dwelling-house  of  the  fiuher 
or  guardian  (if  any)  of  such  in&nt,  where  the  person 
with  whonit  or  under  whose  care,  the  infant  was  at  the 
time  of  such  service,  shall  not  be  the  fiither  or  guardian 
of  the  in&nt;  unless  the  Court,  at  the  time  of  hearing 
such  motion,  shall  think  fit  to  dispense  with  such  last- 
mentioned  service. 

IIL 
That  the  plaintiff  shall,  without  special  leave  of  the 
Court,  be  at  liber^  to  serve  any  notice  of  motion,  or 
other  notice,  or  any  petition,  personally,  or  at  the  dwell- 
ing-house or  office  of  any  defendant^  who,  having  been 
duly  served  with  subpoena  to  appear  to  and  answer  the 
bill,  shall  not  have  caused  an  appearance  to  be  entered 
by  his  own  clerk  in  Court,  at  the  time  for  that  purpose 
limited  by  the  General  Orders  of  the  Court 

IV. 
That  the  first,  second,  third,  fourth,  and  fifth  orders 
of  the  26th  day  o{  August  1841,  shall  not  take  effect 
until  further  order. 

V. 

That  the  twenty-second  of  the  orders  of  the  26th 
day  of  August  1841  shall  be  suspended  until  further 
order. 


The  loth, 
11th,  12th, 
and  47th 
orders  of 
Avgust  1841, 
amended. 


10th  amended 
order. 


VI. 
That  the  orders  of  the  26th  day  of  August  1841 
shall  be  amended  as  to  numbers  X,   XI,  XII,  and 
XL VII,  in  manner  following;  (that  is  to  say), 

X. 

That  no  writ  of  execution  shall  hereafter  be  issued, 
for  the  purpose  of  requiring  or  compelling  obedience  to 

any 
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any  order  or  decree  of  the  High  Court  of  Chancery ;        1842. 
but  that  the  party,  required  by  any  such  order  or  decree  ^^^^ 

to  do  any  act,  shall,  upon  being  duly  served  with  such 
order  or  decree,  be  held  bound  to  do  such  act  in  obedi- 
ence to  the  order  or  decree.  i 

XI. 

That  if  any  party  who  is,  by  an  order  or  decree,  or-  nth  amended 
dered  to  pay  moneys  or  to  do  any  other  act  in  a  limited  ^^  ^' 
time,  shall,  after  due  service  of  such  order  or  decree, 
reftise  or  neglect  to  obey  the  same,  according  to  the 
exigency  thereof,  the  party  prosecutuig  such  order  or 
decree  shall,  at  the  expiration  of  the  time  limited  for 
the  performance  thereof,  be  entitled  to  a  writ  or  writs  of 
attachment  against  the  disobedient  party ;  and  in  case 
such  party  shall  be  taken  or  detained  in  custody  under 
any  such  vrrit  of  attachment,  vrithout  obeying  the  same 
order  or  decree,  then  the  party  prosecuting  the  same 
order  or  decree  shall,  upon  the  sheriff's  return  that 
the  party  has  been  so  taken  or  detained,  be  entitled  to 
a  commission  of  sequestration  against  the  estate  and 
effects  of  the  disobedient  party;  and  in  case  the  sheriff 
shall  make  the  return  nan  est  inventus  to  such  writ  or 
writs  of  attachment,  the  party  prosecuting  the  same 
order  or  decree  shall  be  entided,  at  his  option,  either  to 
a  commission  of  sequestration  in  the  first  instance,  or 
otherwise  to  an  order  for  the  Seijeant-at-Arms,  and  to 
such  other  process  as  he  hath  hitherto  been  entitled  to, 
upon  a  return  of  non  est  inventus  made  by  the  commis- 
sioners, named  in  a  commission  of  rebellion,  issued  for 
the  non-performance  of  an  order  or  decree. 

XII. 

That  every  order  or  decree,  requiring  any  party  to  12th  amended 
do  an  act  thereby  ordered,  shall  state  the  time,  or  the  ^   ^'' 
time  after  service  of  the  order  or  decree,  within  which 

Vol.  III.  c  the 
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1842.        the  act  b  tD  be  done;  and  that  upoD  the  copy  of  the 
"^^"*^     order  or  decree  which  shall  be  senred  apon  the  party  re- 
quired to  obey  the  saine»  there  shall  be  endorsed  a  me- 
inorandam  in  the  words  or  to  the  eSkct  following :  viz. 

*'  If  you,  the  within  named  A.  B^  neglect  to  obey 
this  order  (or  decree),  by  the  time  therein  limited,  you 
will  be  liable  to  be  arrested  under  a  writ  of  attadiment, 
issued  out  of  the  High  Court  of  Chancery,  or  by  the 
Seijeant-at-Arros  attfiiding  the  same  Court;  and  also 
be  liable  to  have  your  estate  sequestered  for  the  purpose 
of  compelliug  you  to  obey  the  same  order  (or  decree}/' 

XLVII. 

47th  amended       Xhat  a  creditOE,  who  has  come  in  and  established 
order. 

his  debt  before  the  Master,  under  a  decree  or  order  in 

a  suit,  shall  be  entitled  to  the  costs  of  so  establishing 

his  debt,  and  the  sum  to  be  allowed  for  sudi  costs  shall 

be  fixed  by  the  Master  without  taxation,  at  the  time 

the  Master  allows  the  debt  of  such  creditor,  unless  the 

Master  shall  think  that  such  costs  ought  to  be  taxed  in 

the  regular  mode,  in  which  case  the  same  shall  be  so 

taxed  by  the  Master,  and  the  amount  of  such  costs,  or 

the  sum  allowed  in  respect  thereof,  shall  be  added  to 

the  debt  so  established. 

Lyndhurst,  C. 

Langdale,  M.  R. 

Lancelot  8hadw£LL,  V.  C. 
,  J.  L.  Knight  Bruce,  V.  C. 

James  Wigram,  V.  C. 
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ORDER  OF  COURT, 

Friday,  the  8th  ofjtdif^  1842. 

In  the  Matter  of  the  Suitors  of  the  High  Court  of 
Chancery. 

Whereas,  pursuant  to  an  act  of  parliament  made  in  Where,  by  any 
the  twelfth  year  of  the  reign  of  his  Majesty  King  George  paymcntoTre 

the  First,  intituled  **  An  Act  for  better  securinir  the  ^^'i^^cted  out 

of  dividends, 
monies  and  effects  of  the  suitors  of  this  Court,  and  to  &c.,  the  Ac- 
prevent  the  counterfeiting  of  East  India  bonds  and  in-  countant-Ge- 
'^  ...  neral  to  draw 

dorseroents  thereon,  as  liicewise  indorsements  on.  South  for  that  sum, 

&a  bonds,"  miliam  Bussellj  Esq.,  Accountant-General  ^otJ^Sx.'"" 
of  this  Court,  did,  by  a  certain  deed  or  instrument 
under  his  hand  and  seal,  and  bearing  date  on  or  about 
the  1 1th  day  of  July  18S9,  constitute  and  appoint  the 
cashiers  of  the  Bank  of  England  for  the  time  being,  or 
any  one  of  them,  his  true  and  lawful  attorneys  or  attor- 
ney, in  his  name  or  otherwise,  to  asJE,  demand,  and 
receive  of  and  from  all  and  every  person  or  persons, 
bodies  politic  or  corporate,  sole  or  aggregate,  whom  it 
did,  should,  or  might  concern,  all  interest  then  due,  or 
which  should  thereafter  accrue  due,  on  all  or  any  bonds, 
tallies,  or  orders  deposited  with,  or  then  in  the  custody 
of,  the  Bank  of  Englafid^  or  which  should  thereafter  be 
deposited  there,  for  the  benefit  of  the  suitors  of  this 
Court,  and  also  the  dividends  and  interest  due,  and 
from  time  to  time  to  accrue  due,  on  all  such  stocks, 
annuities,  and  transferable  securities  as  were  then  stand- 
ing in  his  name,  or  should  thereafter  be  transferred  to 
them,  in  trust  to  attend  the  orders  of  this  Court,  ac- 
cording to  the  true  purport  and  meaning  of  the  said  act 
of  parliament;  and  on  receipt  of  the  interest  and  divi- 
VoL.  III.  d  dends^ 
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1842.  dends,  or  any  part  or  parcel  thereof,  from  time  to  time 
to  give  such  acquittance  or  discbarge  for  the  same  as 
cashier  or  cashiers  of  the  Bank  of  Eti^nd. 

And  whereas,  in  pursuance  of  an  act  of  parliament 
made  in  the  fifth  and  sixth  years  of  the  reign  of  her 
present  Majesty,  intituled  **  An  Act  for  granting  to 
her  Majesty  duties  on  profits  arising  from  property, 
professions,  trades,  and  offices,  until  the  6th  day  of  JfyrU 
1845,"  (a)  a  duty  of  Id*  for  every  20$.  of  the  annual 
amount  thereof,  was  imposed  upon  the  interest  and 
dividends  which  shall  become  payable  after  the  5th 
day  of  April  1842,  out  of  certain  public  annuities, 
stocks,  and  securities  in  the  said  last-recited  act  men- 
tioned* 

And  whereas,  in  pursuance  of  the  said  last-recited  . 
act,  the  said  cashiers  or  cashier  of  the  Bank  of  England 
will,  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  said  recited  deed  or 
instrument  from  the  said  Accountant-General,  receive) 
the  interest  and  dividends  of  certain  public  annuities, 
stocks,  and  securities  now  staildii^  in  the  name  of  the 
said  Accountant*6eneral,  or  to  be  hereafter  transferred 
to  him  in  trust  to  attend  to  the  orders  of  this  Court, 
after  a  deduction  thereout  for  every  205.  of  the  annual 
amount  thereof  the  sum  of  7d 

His  Lordship  doth  order  that  in  the  execution  of 
the  several  orders  of  the  Court,  now  made  or  hereafter 
to  be  made,  in  which  this  Court  shall  have  directed,  or 
may  hereafter  direct,  any  annuity  or  annuities,  mainte- 
nance, or  other  annual  payments,  to  be  paid  or  made, 
out  of  the  interest  or  dividends  to  accrue  due^  from  and 
afl;er  the  said  5th  day  o(  April  1842,  upon  such  of  the 

several 

(a)  she  Vict.  c.  55. 
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several  funds  now  standing  and  being,  or  hereafter  to  1842. 
stand  and  be,  in  the  said  Accountant-General's  name, 
in  trust  for  the  suitors  of  this  Court,  whereon  the  said 
cashiers  or  cashier  of  the  Bank  of  En^and  shaU  receive 
the  interest,  after  a  deduction  of  7dL  for  every  20&  of 
the  annual  amount  thereof,  in  pursuance  of  the  said  last 
recited  act,  the  Accountant-General  shall,  until  the  fiir- 
dier  order  of  this  Court,  draw  only  for  so  much  of  the 
sunns  directed  or  to  be  directed  by  such  orders  respec- 
tively to  be  drawn  for  as  shall  be  the  amount  of  the 
same  respectively,  after  deducting  the  sum  of  Id.  for 
every  20s.  of  the  annual  amount  thereof,  the  amount  of 
the  doty  imposed  by  the  said  last-recited  act ;  except  in 
cases  in  which,  by  any  order  or  orders  hereafter  to  be 
made,  the  said  Accountant-General  shall  be  expressly 
directed  to  draw,  without  making  any  such  deduction  as 
aforesaid,  (a) 

Ltndhurst  C. 

(a)  Reg.  Lib.  1841,  B.  fo.  981. 


ORDER  OF  COURT,  (a) 

SAotAi^ust  1842. 

[By  this  order  provision  was  made  for  the  dispatch  of 
the  business  in  the  office  of  Master  Farrar^  during  his 
temporary  absence  on  account  of  ill  health.  See  Or'dines 
Cancellarus^  p.  159.] 

(a)  Reg.  Libb  1841,  B.  fo.  124L 
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ORDER  OF  COURT. 

Friday  the  5th  oi  August  1842. 

The  15th         Whereas,  by  the  15th  of  the  Orders,  bearing  date  the 
5th  oHMay      ^^  ^y  of  Majf  18S7  {a)%  it  is  ordered  that  in  the  in- 

1857,  whereby  terval  between  the  close  of  the  sittimrs  after  any  term 

applications  ^ 

for  special        and  the  commencement  of  the  sittings  before  or  at  the 

The  yiu»tion&^  b^inning  of  the  next  ensuing  term,  applications  for 

he  made  to      special  orders  may  be  made  to  any  Judge  of  the  Court, 

Jud^^ex-      ^^  ^^  ^iBXQ&  manner  as  if  the  orders  of  the  said  5th 

tended  to  the   day  of  May  had  not  been  made ;  but  that  the  orders 

new  VicC" 

Chancellors,     which  shall  be  made  in  any  such  interval  by  the  Lord 

Chancellor  or  by  the  Master  of  the  Rolls,  or  by  the 
Vice-chancellor,  shall,  if  not  made  by  the  Judge  to 
whom  the  application,  if  made  during  the  ordinary  sit- 
tings of  the  Court,  would  have  been  made,  pursuant  to 
the  directions  contained  in  the  orders  of  the  said  5th  day 
of  May  be  marked  as  having  been  made  for  such  Judge, 
and  shall,  in  the  future  proceedings  of  the  cause,  be 
deemed  to  be  the  order  of  such  Judge,  in  all  respects, 
save  this, — that  no  order  so  made  by  one  Judge  for  an- 
other, under  the  circumstances  aforesaid,  shall  be  re- 
heard, for  the  purpose  of  being  discharged  oV  varied, 
otherwise  than  by  the  Lord  Chancellor.  And  whereas, 
by  reason  of  the  appointment  of  two  additional  Judges 
of  the  High  Court  of  Chancery,  it  has  become  neces- 
sary to  extend  the  operation  of  the  said  recited  order. 
And  whereas,  by  the  5th  of  the  Orders,  bearing  date 
the  11th  day  of  Naoember  1841  (&),  it  is  ordered  ^^  that 
all  motions,  petitions,  and  further  proceedings  in  causes 
in  the  Lord  Chancellor's  Court,  except  any  motions  or 

proceedings 
(o)  Ordmu  Can.  118.  (fi)  lb.  185. 
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proceedings  which  were  then  part  heard,  should  be  had  1842* 
before  the  Judge  to  whose  Court  the  same  should, 
under  the  provisions  of  the  said  Orders  of  the  11th  day 
o£  November  1841,  be  attached,  unless  removed  there- 
from by  any  special  order  of  the  Lord  Chancellor.  Now, 
therefore,  I,  the  Right  Honourable  Jokn  Singleton  Lord 
Lyndiurstf  Lord  High  Chancellor  of  Great  Britain,  by* 
and  with  the  advice  and  assistance  of  the  Right  Honour- 
able/£?iii^  Lord  Langdale^  Master  of  the  Rolls,  the  Right 
Honourable  Sir  Lancelot  ShadweUj  Vice-Chancellor  of 
England^  the  Right  Honourable  the  Vice-Chancellor  Sir 
James  Lewis  Knight  Bruce,  and  the  Right  Honourable 
the  Vice-chancellor  Sir  James  Wigram,  do  hereby 
ORDER  AND  DIRECT,  That  the  Said  15th  Order  of  the 
said  5th  day  of  Men/  shall  extend  to  applications  for 
special  orders,  to  be  made  in  the  interval  therein  men- 
tioned to,  and  also  to  orders  to  be  made  in  such  interval 
by,  any  Judge  of  the  Court  of  Chancery  as  such  Court 
is  now  constituted ;  and  that,  subject  to  the  provisions 
of  the  said  15th  Order  of  the  5th  day  of  May  1837, 
the  said  5th  Order  of  the  11th  day  of  November  1841, 
shall  not  extend  to  applications  and  orders  to  be  made 
in  such  interval  as  aforesaid. 

Lyndhurst  C. 
^  Langdale  M.R. 

Lancelot  Shadwell,  V.  C  E; 

J.  L.  Knight  Bruce  V.  C. 

James  Wigram  V.  C. 
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ORDER  OF  COURT  (tf), 

Wednesday^  October  26th,  1842. 

The  Right  Honourable  John  Sinoleton  Lord 
Lyndhurst,  Lord  High  Chancellor  of  Great 
Britain,  by  and  with  the  advice  and  assistance 
of  the  Right  Honourable  Henry  Lord  Lang- 
DALE,  Master  of  the  Rolls,  the  Right  Honour- 
able SirLANCEi:A>TSHADWEi<L,  Vice-Chancellor 
of  England,  and  the  Right  Honourable  the 
Vice-Chancellor  Sir  James  Wigram,  doth 
hereby,  in  pursuance  of  an  Act  of  Parliament, 
passed  in  the  fifth  and  sixth  years  of  the  reign 
of  Her  present  Majesty,  intituled  "  An  Act 
for  abolishing  certain  Offices  in  the  High 
Court  of  Chancery  in  England  (J);"  and  in 
pursuance  and  execution  of  all  other  powers, 
enabling  him  in  that  behalf^  order  and  direct 
in  manner  following;  that  is  to  say,  — 

'  Clerk  of  toe  Inrolments  in  Chancery. 

L 

Affidavito  for  That  all  acknowledgments,  affidavits,  or  affirmations 
dMdg&c.may  required  for  the  purpose  of  inrolling  any  deed  or  other 
he  •''^™  ^  docmnent  in  Chimoery,  may  be  made,  sworn,  or  affirmed 
of  Iniolmenta  before  the  Clerk  of  Inrolments  in  Chancery,  or  before 
of  ^^^^^  any  Oerk  of  Records  and  Writs,  as  occasion  may  re- 
and.  Writs.       quire  for  the  better  dispatch  of  business. 

11.  That 
(a)  Rc|;.  Libb  1841,  B.  fo.  14S9.  (6)6  8^6  Vki.  e.  105. 
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IL  1842. 

That  the  Clerk  of  Inrolmeats  in  Chancery  shall  take  ^         , 

'f  Fees  as  here* 

and  receive  all  such  fees  and  sams  of  money  as  have  tofore  re- 

here^fore  been  lawfully  received  by  the  Clerks  of  In-  ^gnby^^ 

Tolments  and  their  deputies,  or  by  the  Six  Clerks,  or  Clerk  of  lo- 

any  of  them  as  Comptrollers  of  the  Hanaper  or  as  '^"^    ^ 
Riding  Clerk,  and  shall  pay  all  such  fees  and  sums  pf 
money  into  the  Bank  of  England,  in  the  name  of  the 

Accountant-Greneral,  to  be  placed  to  the  credit  of  the  and  carried  to 

account  intituled,  «  The  Suitors'  Fee  Fund  Account."  wSJ"""^ 

Clerks  of  Records  and  Writs. 

III. 

That  the  Clerks  of  Records  and  Writs  shall  perform  Duties  to  be  i 
all  such  duties  as  have  heretofore  been  performed  by  the  ^^2™^,  of 
Six  Clerks,  Sworn  Clerks,  or  Waiting  Clerks  as  officers  Records  and 
of  the  Court,  in  relation  to  the  several  matters  herein-      " 
after  mentioned;  that  is  to  say. 

The  filing,  custody,  copying,  and  amending  of  all 
informations,  bills,  demurrers,  pleas,  answers,  and  other 
pleadings  and  records. 

The  entering  of  appearances,  rules,  consents,  notes, 
and  memorandums  of  service. 

The  certifying  of  appearances  and  proceedings. 

The  custody  of  exhibits  deposited  for  inspecting  and 
copying. 

The  attendance  with  records  and  exhibits  on  the 
Judges  of  the  Courts,  on  the  Masters  in  Ordinary,  and 
at  assizes  or  elsewhere. 

The  enrolment  of  decrees  and  oaders. 

And  all  other  duties  heretofore  performed  by  the  Six 
Clerks,  Sworn  Clerks,  or  Waiting  Clerks  as  officers  of 
the  Court,  in  relation  to  suits  and  matters  in  equity  and 
not  as  attomies,  solicitors,  or  agents  of  the  parties  in 
suits  or  matters  in  equity. 

d  ♦  IV.  That 
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Clerks  of  Re-       That  the  Clerks  of  Records  and  Writs  shall  forlh- 
cords  and         with  provide  a  seal,  in  such  form,  and  bearing  such  im- 
vide  a  seal  for  pression,  OS  the  Lord  Chancellor  shall  approve  of;  and 
scaling  writs     that  any  person  desirous  of  suing  out  any  writ  which 
out  of  the  Six  has  heretofore  been  issued  out  of  the  Six  Clerks'  Office, 
Clerks'  Office,  ^^y  prepare  the  same  in  the  present  form,  or  in  such 
other  form  as  the  Lord  Chancellor  may  hereafter  direct, 
and  may  present  such  writ  for  sealing  to  the  Clerk  of 
Records  and  Writs,  in  whose  division  the  cause  is,  and 
such  writs  shall  henceforth  be  open  writs,  and  it  shall 
no  longer  be  necessary  for  the  Lord  Chancellor  to  sign 
any  such  writ ;  and  that  the  Clerk  of  Records  and  Writs 
to  whom  any  such  writ  shall  be  presented  for  sealing, 
shall  thereupon  ascertain  whether  such  writ  is  correct 
in  form,  and  whether  the  person  presenting  the  same  is, 
according  to  the  course  and  practice  of  the  Court,  en- 
titled to  sue  out  the  same ;  and  in  case  it  shall  appear 
that  such  writ  is  correct  in  form,  and  that  the  person  is 
entitled  to  sue  out  the  same,  such  writ  shall  be  forth- 
with sealed  with  such  seal  as  aforesaid,  and  shall,  when 
so  sealed,  have  the  same  force  and  validity,  as  such  writ 
now  has  when  sealed  with  the  Great  Seal. 


Exception  for  That  all  exceptions  for  scandal,  impertinence,  and 
howtJS''"  insufficiency  shall  be  filed  with  the  Clerk  of  Records 
^cd-  and  Writs  in  whose  division  the  cause  may  be. 

VL 

Security  for  That  in  cases  where  security  for  costs  has  heretofore 
given  to  the     1^*^  directed  to  be  given  to  a  Six  Clerk,  such  security 

Clerk  of  Re-    shall  be  directed  to  be  given  to  the  Clerk  of  Records 

cords  and  .  ,    ° 

Writs.  and  Writs  in  whose  division  the  cause  is. 

VIL  That 
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VII.  1842. 

That     pleas,   answers,   affidavits    or    affirmations  ^^^ 

wbereon  to  ground  process  of  contempt,  affidavits  or  cords  and 

affirmations  required  to  be  annexed  to  bills,  and  oaths  yif"!"^"^',^^® 
«•  .  ,  .  -     ,  Clerks  of  In- 

or  affirmations  as  to  the  carriage  or  pleas,  answers,  ex-  rolments  in 

aminations,  or  depositions  of  witnesses,  taken  before  SmhiSter™*^ 

commissioners  in  the  country,  may  be  sworn,  affirmed,  oaths  in  cer- 

or  attested  upon  honour,  before  any  Clerk  of  Records  ^*"  ^^^^''' 

and  Writs,  or  before  the  Clerk  of  Inrolments  in  Chan- 

eery,  as  occasion  may  require,  for  the  better  dispatch  of 

business. 

VIII. 
That  any  Clerk  of  Records  and  Writs,  being  required  Clerks  of  Re- 
to  attend  with  any  record  or  document  at  any  assizes,  or  writ's  ottend- 
at  any  Court  or  place  out  of  the  Court  of  Chancery  or  lag  elsewhere 
the  offices  thereof,  shall  be  entitled  to  require,  that  the  mL  require' 
solicitor,  or  party  desiring  such  his  attendance,  shall  deposit  of  fees 
deposit  with  him  a  sufficient  sum  of  money  to  answer 
bis  just  fees,  charges,  and  expenses  in  respect  of  such 
attendance,  and  to  undertake  to  pay  any  further  just 
fees,  charges,  and  expenses  which  may  not  be  fully  an- 
swered by  such  deposit 

Taxing  Masters. 

IX. 

That  the  Taxing  Masters  shall  perform  all  such  Duties  and 
duties  as  have  heretofore  been  referred  to  or  performed  jaxing 
by  the  Masters  in  Ordinary  in  relation  to  the  taxation  of  Masters. 
costs ;  and  shall,  in  respect  thereof,  have  all  such  powers 
and  authorities  as  are  now  vested  in  the  Masters  in 
Ordinary. 

To  administer  oaths, 

To  examine  witnesses  and  partieS) 

To  order  the  production  and  inspection  of  books, 
papers,  and  documents. 

To 


fir 
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1842.  To  proceed  dedie  in  diem, 

To  make  separate  reports  and  certificates, 
To  require  that  any  party  be  represented  by  a  separate 
solicitor, 

And  to  direct  and  adopt  all  such  other  proceedings  as 
may  now  be  directed  and  adc^ted  by  the  Master  in  Ordi- 
nary,  on  references  for  the  tascation  of  costs  and  taking 
accounts  of  what  is  due  in  respect  of  such  costs,  and  such 
other  accounts  connected  therewith,  as  may  be  directed 
by  the  Court. 


References  to 
them  in  ro- 
tation, except 
where  there 
has  been  a 
former  tax- 
ation in-  the 
same  matter. 


Taxations 
now  pending 
to  be  trans- 
ferred to  the 
Taxing  Mas- 
ters. 


What  fees  16 
be  received  in 
tM&tions  now 
pending;. 


X. 

That  all  references  for  the  taxation  of  costs  shall  be 
made  to  the  Taxing  Master  in  rotation;  or  if  there  has 
been  any  former  taxation  of  costs  in  the  same  cause  or 
matter,  then  to  the  Taxing  Master  before  whom  such 
former  taxation  has  taken  place,  either  on  a  reference 
from  the  Court,  or  upon  the  request  of  a  Master  in 
Ordinary. 

XL 

That  all  bills  of  costs,  which,  by  any  existing  order, 
have  been  referred  for  taxation  to  any  Master  in  Ordi- 
nary, who  shall  not  have  certified  the  costs  due  thereon 
before  the  28th  day  of  October  instant,  are  hereby  trans- 
ferred to  the  Taxing  Masters,  and  shall  respectively  be 
talced  by  the  Taxing  Master  in  rotation ;  and  that  if  any 
bills  of  costs  have  been  proceeded  with,  before  the  said 
28th  day  of  October  instant,  the  Taxing  Master,  by  whom 
the  same  shall  be  taxed,  shall  be  at  liberty  to  adopt  the 
whole  or  such  part  as  he  shall  think  fit,  of  the  proceed- 
ings which  have  taken  place  before  the  transfer,  and 
may  demand  and  receive  for  completing  such  taxation, 
such  fees  as  would  have  been  payable  in  respect  thereof, 
in  case  such  taxation  bad  been  continued  and  com- 
pleted by  the  Master  in  Ordinary,'  including  therein  the 

fees 
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fees  which,  in  such  case^.  sronld  have  been  payable  to        1842. 
the  clerks  in  court,  for  the  completion  of  such  taxation, 
or  as  near  thereto  as  the  circumstances  of  the  case  will 


XIL 

That  in   cases  where  the  account  of  any  trustee,  In  certain 
executor,  administrator,  receiver,  consignee,  or  com-  ^^„iJJ^ 
mittee,  shall  consist  in  part  of  any  bill  of  costs ;  and  Ordinary,they 
in  cases  of  any  proceedings  under  the  Twenty-second  the  Trang 
or  Twenty-third  of  the  Orders  of  the  21st  December  Masters  to  tax 
1853  (a),  or  under  the  Forty-seventh  of  the  Orders  of  the 
26th  of  August  1841  (&),  as  amended  by  the  Sixth  of  the 
Orders  of  the  1 1th  of  April  1 842  (c),  and  in  all  other  cases 
where,  under  any  general  order,  the  Master  in  Ordinary 
is  at  liberty  to  tax  the  costs  of  any  proceeding  before 
him,  in  respect  of  any  exceptions,  or  any  creditor's 
charge,  or  otherwise,  the  Master  in  Ordinary  to  whom  it 
may  be  referred  to  take  such  account,  or  before  whom 
any  siich  proceeding  may  take  place,  shall  be  at  liberty 
to  requ^t  the  Taxing  Master  in  rotation,  or  the  Taxing 
Master  to  whom  any  taxation  in  the  same  cause  or 
matter  may  have  been  previously  referred,  to  assist  him 
in  taxing  and  settling  such  bill'  of  costs,  not  being  the 
ordinary  costs,  on  passing  such  account ;  and  that  the  Jurudiction 
Taxing  Master,  on  receiving  such  request,  shall  pro-  ^JJ^toXia- 
eeed  to  tSK  such  bill,  and  shall  have  the  same  powers  ing  Masters. 
and  may  receive  the  same  fees  in  respect  thereof,  as  if 
the  same  had  been  referred  to  him  by  the  Court,  and 
shall  retom  the  same^  with^  his  opinion  thereon,  to  the 
Master  in  Ordiniary  at  whote  request  the  same  was 
taxed. 

XIII.  That 

<a)  OrOnet  Qm. 50,51,  (c)  A.  198. 


Ivi 
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The  Taxing 
Masters  may 
obtain  neces- 
sary books, 
&€.,  from  the 
offices  of  the 
Masters  in 
Ordinary,  and 
certificates  of 
the  proceed- 
ings in  6uch 
offices. 


1842.  XIIL 

That  if,  upon  the  taxation  of  any  bill  of  costs,  it 
shall  appear  to  the  Taxing  Master  that,  for  the  purpose 
of  duly  taxing  the  same,  it  is  necessary  td  inspect  any^ 
books,  papers,  or  proceedings  relating  to  the  cause  or 
matter  which  shall  be  in  the  office  of  any  Master  in 
Ordinary,  the  Taxing  Master  shall  be  at  liberty  to  re- 
quest the  Master  in  Ordinary  having  any  such  book, 
paper,  or  proceeding  in  his  office,  to  cause  the  same  to 
be  transmitted  to  the  office  of  the  Taxing  Master;  and 
also  to  request  any  Master  in  Ordinary  to  certify  any 
proceedings  in  his  office  which  may  be  comprised  in  a 
bill  of  costs  under  taxation;  and  that  in  such  cases  the 
Master  in  Ordinary,  when  and  so  soon,  and  at  and  for 
such  times  as  the  due  transaction  of  the  business  in  his 
own  office  will  permit,  shall  direct  such  books,  papers, 
and  documents  to  be  transmitted  to  the  office  of  the 
Taxing  Master,  for  his  use  during  the  taxation,  and. 
shall  certify  the  proceedings  which  have  taken  place  in 
his  office,  according  to  the  request  of  the  Taxing  Mas- 
ter ;  and  that  after  the  costs  In  respect  of  which  such 
request  of  the  Taxing  Master  was  made  shall  have  been 
certified,  the  Taxing  Master  shall  cause  the  same  books, 
papers,  and  documents  which  have  been  so  transmitted 
to  his  office,  if  then  remaining  there,  to  be  returned  to 
the  office  of  the  Master  in  Ordmary  by  whom  they 
were  transmitted,  unless  it  shall  appear  to  the  Master  in 
Ordinary,  and  also  to  the  Taxing  Master,  that  any  bill  of 
.  costs,  forming  part  of  the  papers  so  transmitted,  ought 
to  be  retained  by  the  Taxing*  Master,  in  which  case  the 
Taxing  Master  shall  take  charge  of  such  bill  of  costs, 
subject  to  the  order  of  the  Court. 

XIV. 
Entry  to  be  That  when  any  paper  or  document  shall  be  trans- 

bnansinLsion     ^^^^  ^^om  the  office  of  a  Master  in  Ordinary  to  the 

office 
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o£Soe  of  a  Taxing  Master,  an  entry  of  such  transmission       1842. 
shall  be  made  in  the  Book  of  Proceedings  of  the  Master     ^"^"V^^ 
in  Ordinary,  and  shall  be  signed  by  the  Taxing  Master  J^ji'^X,""^ 
or  the  derk  of  the  Taxing  Master  at  whose  request  such  &c 
p^>er  or  document  may  be  transmitted;  and  that  when 
any  such  paper  or  document  shall  be  returned  from  the 
office  of  the  Taxing  Master  to  the  office  of  the  Master 
in  Ordinary,  an  entry  of  such  return  shall  be  made  in 
the  said  Book  of  Proceedings,  and  be  signed  by  the 
Master  in  Ordinary  or  his  clerk. 

XV. 

That  the  Taxing  Masters  are  to  be  respectively  as-  Taxing  Mas- 
sbtant  to  each  other ;  and  that  in  the  discharge  of  their  jjg^ant  to  each 
duties,  and  for  the  better  dispatch  of  the  business  of  other 
their  respective  offices,  any  Taxing  Master  may  tax  or 
assist  in  the  taxation  of  a  bill  of  costs  which  has  been 
referred  for  taxation,  and  for  ascertfdning  what  is  due  in 
respect  of  such  costs  to  any  other  Taxing  Master,  and 
in  such  case  shall  certify  accordingly. 

Solicitors.  —-  Parties  acting  in  Person. 

XVL 
That  the  solicitors  of  this  Court  in  all  cases  where  Solicitors  and 
the  parties  sue  or  defend  by  solicitors,  and  the  parties  j^^rwm  *"^ 
themselves  in  all  cases  where  they  sue  or  defend  in  per-  enabled  to 
son,  shall  perform  all  such  duties  as  have  heretofore  duties  hereto^ 
been  performed  by  the  sworn  clerks  and  waiting  clerks,  Jf^*"®  PJ**"     . 
as  attorneys,  solicitors,  or  agents  of  the  parties  in  re*  sworn  nnd 
lation  to  the  several  matters  hereinafter  mentioned,  viz. :  ^s**At"ornies  ' 
The  making  out  of  writs.  &c.  of  tlie 
The  serving  and  being  served  with  writs,  notices,  ^  *  ^'. 
orders,  warrants,  rules,  and  other  documents,  pro* 
ceedings,  and  written  communications,  in  causes 
and  matters  depending  in  Court* 
The 


Ivili 
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1842.  The  signing  of  dectiona  andagreements  to  proceed  at 

law  or  in  equity. 

The  signing  of  petitions  of  rehearing  and  appeal 

The  entering  of  ^ipearanoes  and  consents  with  the 
registrar* 

The  signing  of  consents  to  petitions. 

The  tender  and  acceptance  of  costs. 

The  joining  in  commission  and  striking  of  commis- 
sioners' names. 

The  signing  of  notices  by  paupers. 

And  all  other  duties  heretofore  performed  by  the 
sworn  clerks  and  waiting  clerks^  as  attorneys^ 
solicitors,  or  agents  of  the  parties  in  suits  or 
matters  in  equity. 


Solidton  to 
state  thdr 
names  and 
places  of  busi- 
ness, and  **  ad- 
dress for  ser- 
vice/' on  all 
pleadings  and 
proceecfings. 


Regulation 
when  solici- 
tors act  as 
agents. 


XVIL 

That  every  scJicitor  of  a  party  suing  or  defending  by 
a  solicitor  shall  cause  to  be  indorsed  or  written  upon 
every  writ  which  he  shall  sue  out,  and  upon  every  in-^ 
formation,  bill,  demurrer,  plea,  answer,  or  other  plead* 
ing  or  proceeding,  and  all  exceptions,  which  he  may 
leave  with  the  clerks  of  records  and  writs  to  be  filed, 
and  upon  all  instructions  which  he  may  give  to  the 
clerks  of  records  and  writs  for  any  appearance  or  other 
purpose,  his  name,  and  place  of  business,  and  also  (if 
his  place  of  business  shall  be  more  than  three  miles 
firom  the  Record  and  Writ  Clerk's  Office),  another 
proper  place  (to  be  called  his  address*  for  service),  which 
shall  not  be  more  than  three  miles  from  the  said  office, 
where  writs,  notices,  orders,  warrants,  rules,  and  other 
documents,  proceedings,  and  written  communications, 
may  be  left  for  him ;  and  where  any  such  solicitor  shall 
only  be  the  agent  of  any  other  solicitor,  he  shall  add  to 
his  own  name  or  firm  and  place  of  business,  the  name 
or  firm  and  place  of  business  of  the  principal  solicitor. 


XVIIL  That 
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XVIIL  1842. 

That  a  par^  suing  or  defending  by  a  solicitor,  shall     ^^^^ 
not  be  at  liberty  to  change  his  solicitor  in  any  cause  or  ^  ^  charged 
matter  without  an  order  of  the  Court  for  that  purpose,  without  an 
which  may  be  obtained  by  motion  or  petition,  as  of  Court 
course ;  and  that,  until  such  order  is  obtained  and  served, 
and  notice  thereof  given  to  the  clerk  of  records  and 
writs,  the  former  solicitor  shall  be  considered  the  solicitor 
of  the  party. 

XIX. 

That  where  the  par^  sues  or  defends  by  a  solicitor,  Prooeediop  * 

and  no  address  for  service  of  such  solicitor  shall  have  ^^J^^i^^ 

been  indorsed  or  added  pursuant  to  the  directions  of  the  ^^  ^&y  ^ 
r%  1    .i-w   *  11        .  .  1  •    served  upon 

Seventeenth  Order,  all  writs,  notices,  orders,  warrants,  solicitor. 

rules,  and  other  documents,  proceedings,  and  written 

communications,  not  requiring  personal  service  upon  the 

par^  to  be  affected  thereby,  and  which  have  heretofore 

been  served  upon  the  sworn  clerks,  or  waiting  clerks, 

shall,  unless  the  Court  shall  otherwise  direct,  be  deemed 

sufficiently  served  upon  the  party,  if  served  upon  his 

solicitor  at  his  place  of  business;  but  if  an  address  for 

service  of  such  solicitor  shall  have  been  indorsed  or 

added  as  aforesaid,  then  all  such  writs,  notices,  orders, 

warrants,  rules,  and  other  documents,  proceedings,  and 

written  communications,  shall  be  deemed  sufficiently 

served  upon  such  party,  if  left  for  his  solicitor  at  such 

address  for  service. 

XX. 
That  every  party  suing  or  defending  in  person,  shall  P^rt^  prp- 
canse  to  be  indorsed, or  written  upon  every  writ  which  person  to  in- 
he  shall  sue  out,  and  upon  every  information,  bill,  de*  dorse  his 
murrer,  plea,  answer,  or  other  pleading,  or  proceeding^  dence,and  ad- 
and  all  exceptions  which  he  may  leave  with  the  clerks  ^J^on'^u'" 
of  records  and  writs,  to  be  filed,  and  upon  all  instruc*  proceediogs. 

tions 
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184<2.  tions  which  he  may  give  to  the  clerks  of  records  and 
-^^^^^  writs  for  any  appearance  or  other  purpose,  his  name 
and  place  of  residence,  and  also  (if  his  place  of  residence 
shall  be  more  than  three  miles  from  the  Record  and 
Writ  Clerk's  Office),  another  proper  place  (to  be  called 
his  address  for  service),  which  shall  not  be  more  than 
three  miles  from  the  said  office,  where  writs,  notices, 
orders,  warrants,  rules,  and  other  documents,  proceed- 
ings, and  written  communications,  may  be  left  for  him. 

XXI. 

Sernce  of  -  That  where  the  par^  sues  or  defends  in  person,  and 
onparticl^  HO  address  for  service  of  such  party  shall  have  been  en- 
suing or  de-  dorsed  or  written  pursuant  to  the  directions  of  the 
personf  ^  Twentieth  Order,  and  in  cases  where  any  party  has 

ceased  to  have  a  solicitor,  all  writs,  notices,  orders, 
warrants,  rules,  and  other  documents,  proceedings,  and 
written  communications  not  requiring  personal  service 
upon  the  party  to  be  a£^ted  thereby,  and  which  have 
heretofore  been  served  upon  the  sworn  clerks,  or  wait- 
ing clerks,  shall,  unless  the  Court  shall  otherwise  direct, 
be  deemed  to  be  sufficiently  served  upon  the  party,  if 
served  upon  him  personally,  or  at  his  place  of  residence ; 
but  if  an  address  for  service  of  such  party  shall  have 
been  endorsed  or  added  as  aforesaid,  then  all  such 
writs,  notices,  orders,  warrants,  rules,  and  other  docu- 
ments, proceedings,  and  written  communications,  shall 
be  deemed  sufficiently  served  upon  such  party,  if  left  for 
him  at  such  address  for  service. 

XXII. 

Proceedings  to      That  all  writs,  notices,  orders,  warrants,  rules,  and 

be  senred  be-  i.  ,       ,  . 

fore  8  o'clock  Other  documents,  proceedmgs  and  other  written  com** 

in  the  even-  ^    munications,  not  requiring  personal  service  upon  the 

wise  to  date     party  to  be  affiscted  thereby,  and  which  have  heretofore 

MO     e  next   j^^^  served  on  the  clerks  in  Court  or  waiting  clerks, 

shall 
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shall  be  served  before  eight  o'clock  in  the  evening  of        1842. 
the  day  on  which  the  same  shall  be  served,  or  otherwise     ^^"V^*^ 
the  same  shall  be  deemed  to  have  been  served  on  the 
next  followmg  day  excluding  Sundays* 

XXIIL 
That  when  any  solicitor  or  party  shall  cause  an  ap*  Notice  to  be 
pearance  to  be  entered,  or  an  answer,  demurrer,  plea,  SlriTe^iSof 

or  replication  to  be  filed,  he  shall  on  the  same  day  give  entering  ap- 

pe&THncea 
notice  thereof  to  the  solicitor  of  the  adverse  party,  or  to  fiUng  answer, 

the  adverse  party  himself  if  he  acts  in  person.  ^^' 

XXIV. 
That  when  any  exceptions  for  scandal,  impertinence,  Ezceptiong 
or  insufficiency  shall  be  taken,  the  solicitor  of  the  party  ^"befiled, and 
taking  the  same,  or  the  party  himself  if  he  acts  in  per-  notice  thereof 
son,  shall  leave  such  exceptions  at  the  Record  and  Writ 
Qerks'  Office  to  be  filed,  and  shall  on  the  same  day 
give  notice  of  the  filing  thereof  to  the  solicitor  for  the 
adverse  party,  or  to  the  adverse  party  himself  if  he  acts 
in  person. 

XXV. 
That  any  solicitor  signing  any  petition  of  rehearing  Liability  of 
or  appeal,  or  any  consent  to  a  petition,  or  any  notice  Jng^^rtain  ^" 
of  motion,  or  any  proceeding  or  application  to  be  made  proc^ingg. 
by  a  pauper,  shall  thereby  become  subject  to  all  the 
liabilities  to  which  the  Sworn  Clerks  have  heretofore 
been  subject  in  respect  of  such  matters. 

XXVL 

That  the  solicitor  for  the  party  examining  any  wit-  Notice  to  be 
ness  before  one  of  the  Examiners  is  to  serve  the  usual  fxaminadon 
notice  in  writing,  containing  the  name  and  description  ®^  witnesses; 
of  such  witness,  upon  the  solicitor  or  solicitors  of  the 
adverse  party  or  parties  in  the  cause. 

Vol.  III.  e  XXVII.  That 
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184S.  XXVIL 

That  for  tlie  purpose  of  procuring  a  guardian,  ad 
Biem  to  an       fiifem,  to  be  assigned  iu  Court  for  an  infant  defendant, 

infirn^  how  to  the  solicitor  is  to  attend  the  Court  with  the  infimt  and 
be  aangned. 

proposed  guardian,  and  request  such  assignment  to  be 

made ;  and  be  is  to  certify  to  the  Court  that  the  pro- 
posed guardian  has  no  interest  adverse  to  the  interest 
of  the  in&nt,  and  is  a  proper  person  to  be  asagned 
guardian. 


Sdidtor  mav 
be  appointed 
giuurauui  ttd 
ttem* 


Costs. 


xxvm. 

That  where,  according  to  the  present  practice^  it  has 
been  usual  to  assign  a  Six  Clerk  guardian  ad  litem  of  an 
infant  or  person  of  unsound  mind,  the  Court  may  ap- 
pomt  one  of  the  solicitors  of  the  Court  to  be  such 
guardian,  and  may  direct  that  the  costs  to  be  incurred 
in  the  performance  of  the  duties  of  such  office,  shall  be 
borne  and  paid,  either  by  the  parties  or  some  one  or 
more  of  the  parties  to  the  suit  in  which  such  appoint- 
ment shall  be  made,  or  out  of  any  fund  in  Court  in 
which  such  in&nt  or  person  of  unsound  mind  may  be 
interested,  and  may  give  directions  for  the  repayment  or 
allowance  of  such  costs  as  the  justice  and  circumstances 
of  the  case  may  require. 


Clerk  of  Apfidavits. 

XXIX. 

That  all  affidavits  and  affirmations  to  be  filed  m  the 
Affidavit  Office,  may  be  sworn  or  affirmed  before  the 
Clerk  of  Affidavits,  who  is  to  receive  the  proper  and 
usual  fees  for  taking  the  same,  and  to  pay  the  amount 
of  the  several  sums  which  he  may  so  receive  into  the 
Fees  for  same.  Bank  of  England^  to  the  account  of  the  Suitors'  Fee 
Fund. 


Clerk  of  Affi- 
davits may 
administer 
oaths  in  cer- 
tain 


Variation 
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1848. 
Variation  of  Orders.  ^-^V^^ 

XXX. 

That  the  General  Order,  dated  the  12th  day  of  Oo  Variation  of 
tober  1841  (a),  for  giving  e£Pect  to  certain  provisions  in  order  of  the 
an  act  passed  m  the  fifth  year  of  the  reign  of  her  present  i**h  OcUM' 
^A^jesty^  intituled,  '^  An  Act  to  make  further  Provisions 
for  the  Administration  of  Jusdce,"  for  transferring  to 
this  Court  all  suits  and  matters  which  on  the  15th  day 
of  October  1841  should  be  depending  in  her  Majes^'s 
G>urt  of  Exchequer  as  a  court  of  equity,  or  under  the 
special  authority  of  any  act  or  acts  of  parliament,  be 
hereby  discharged,  and  in  lieu  thereof  the  following 
Order  be  hereby  substituted;  viz.  That  as  to  all  re- 
cords and  documents  heretofore  belcNiging  to  the  said 
Court  of  Exchequer  as  aforesaid,  and  not  yet  brou^t 
into  the  Court  of  Chancery,  the  Clerk  of  Records  and 
Writs,  to  whose  department  such  suit  would  belongs 
shall,  upon  request  of  any  of  the  parties,  apply  for  the 
records  and  other  documents  in  such  suit  not  before 
brought  into  the  Court  of  Chancery.  And  it  is  hereby 
further  ordered,  that  so  far  as  regards  the  taxation  and 
allowance  of  costs  in  any  of  the  suits  or  matters  to  be 
transferred  in  pursuance  of  the  said  act,  and  which  shall 
not,  by  any  order  of  this  Court,  be  directed  to  be  re- 
gulated, in  that  particular,  by  the  late  practice  of  the 
Court  of  Exchequer,  such  costs  shall  be  taxed  and 
allowed  in  manner  following  (that  is  to  say),  the  costs 
previously  to  the  said  15th  day  of  October  1841  shall 
be  taxed  and  allowed  according  to  the  practice  of  the 
said  Court  of  Exchequer,  and  the  costs  from  and  inclu- 
sive of  the  said  1 5  th  day  of  October ^  shall  be  taxed  and 
allowed  according  to  the  practice  of  diis  Court* 

That 
(a)  Ordmei  Canceilariat  179.|  and  5  Beomif  xxril 
e  2 
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1842. 


Amendment 
of  the  4th 
Order  of  sd 
April  IS28; 

do.  SOthof 
do.; 


do.  of  43d  of 
do.; 


do.  of  76th  of 
do.: 


do.  of  2d 
Order,  of  11th 
April  1842. 


Where,  by 
reason  of  the 
5  &  6  Vict, 
c,  103,,  or 
any  order  in 
pursuance 
thereof,  any 
general  order 
has  become 
inapplicable 
to  the  offices 
and  practice 
of  the  Court, 
such  order  to 
be  interpreted 
as  if  amended 
and  made 
consistent. 


XXXI. 

That  the  Fourth  of  the  Orders  of  the  Sd  April  IS2S  {a) 
shall  be  interpreted  as  if  the  same  were  amended  by 
substituting  the  word  "file**  for  the  word  "deliver/* 
That  the  Twentieth  {b)  of  the  same  Orders  shall  be  in- 
terpreted as  if  the  same  were  amended  by  substituting 
the  word  "  Solicitor"  for  the  words  "  Clerk  in  Court*' 
That  the  Forty-third  (c)  of  the  same  Orders  shall  be 
interpreted  as  if  the  same  were  amended  by  substituting 
the  words  "  Record  and  Writ  Clerks'  OflSce"  for  the 
words  "  Six  Clerks'  Office."  That  so  much  and  such 
parts  of  the  Seventy-sixth  {d)  of  the  same  Orders, 
amended  by  the  Orders  of  the  23d  November  1831,  as 
relate  to  the  taxation  of  costs,  shall  be  interpreted  as 
if  the  same  were  further  amended  by  substituting  the 
words  "  Taxing  Master"  for  the  word  "  Master." 
That  tlie  Second  of  the  Orders  of  the  llth  April 
1842(e),  shall  be  interpreted  as  if  the  same  were 
amended  by  substituting  the  words  "  One  of  the  soli- 
citors of  this  Court,"  for  the  words  "  The  senior  Six 
Clerk  not  towards  the  cause."  And  that  in  like  manner 
where,  by  reason  of  the  said  act  of  parliament  made  and 
passed  in  the  fifth  and  sixth  year  of  her  Majesty,  in- 
tituled, ^*  An  Act  for  abolishing  certain  Offices  of  the 
High  Court  of  Chancery  in  England^*  or  of  any  orders 
made  in  pursuance  of  the  said  act,  any  general  order 
of  the  Court  shall  have  become  inapplicable  to  the 
offices  and  practice  of  the  Court,  as  established  by  and 
in  pursuance  of  the  said  act,  such  general  order  shall 
be  interpreted  as  if  the  same  were  amended,  and  the 
directions  therein  contained  were  made  consistent  with 

the 


(a)  OrcUCatu  6,,  and  2  Butt. 
App.  p.  6. 

(6)  Ord.  Can.  14.,  and  8  Rutt. 
App«p.  11. 

(c)  Ord.  Can,  SO.,  and  S  Butt. 
App.  p.  16. 


(d)  Ord.  Can.  SB.,  and  S  Butt. 
App.  p.  S5.9  and  1  Butt.  ^  MyL 
775. 

(ff)  Ord.  Can.  197.,  3  Beavan, 
xli. 
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the  said  act  of  parliament,  and  the  orders  made  in  pur-        1842. 

snance  thereof;  and  that  the  Registrars  of  the  Court     ^^*v^^ 

and  the  Secretaries  of  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  shall,  in  ?**'*?'^„ 

'        «c.,  m  draw- 
drawing  up  allj  orders,  adapt  the  language  thereof  to  ing  up  orders, 

the  alterations  made  in  the  practice  of  the  Court  by  the  wu^c 

said  act  of  parliament  and  the  orders  made  in  pur-  thereof  to  the 
,  ^  altered  prac- 

suance  thereof.  tice. 

Fees. 

XXXII. 
That  the  fees  set  forth  in  the  First  Schedule  hereto  Fees  to  be 
shall  be  received  and  taken  by  the  Clerk  of  the  Inrol-  ^i^rk  o^the 
ments  in  Chancery,  and  his  clerks,  in  addition  to  the  Inrolmenu; 
fees  and  sums  of  money  mentioned  in   the  Second 
Order.     That  the  fees  set  forth  in  the  Second  Schedule  do.  by  the 
hereto  shall  be  received  and  taken  by  the  Clerks  of  ^econlsand 
Records  and  Writs,  and  their  clerks.    That  the  fees  Writs; 
set  forth  in  the  Third  Schedule  hereto  shall  be  received  t^^^mbs- 
and  taken  by  the  Taxing  Masters,  and  their  clerks,  ters; 
That  the  fees  set  forth  in  the  Fourth  Schedule  hereto  do.  by  Clerk  of 
shall  be  received  and  taken  by  the  Clerk  of  Affidavits,  A®^*^^^' 
and  his  clerk.    That  the  fee  set  forth  in  the  Fifth  Sche:  do.  by  Clerks 
dule  hereto  shall  be  received  and  taken  by  the  Clerks  ordioary"  ^^ 
to  the  Masters  in  Ordinary,  in  addition  to  the  other 
£ees  received  and  taken  by  them.     And  that  the  fees  do.  by  Soli- 
set  forth  in  the  Sixth  Schedule  hereto  shall  be  received  ^  ^ 
and  taken  by  solicitors  for  their  own  use,  in  addition  to 
the  other  fees  received  and  taken  by  them.     And  that  Payment  ia 
the  Clerks  of  Records  and  Writs,  and  the  Taxmg  deposit  may 
Masters  respectively,  may  require  any  of  the  said  fees  ^  ^^^^  ^/ 
payable  to  them  respectively  to  be  paid  in  advance,  or  Records  and 
may  require  a  deposit  to  be  paid  on  account  thereof.         ??"°^  ^^ 

XXXIII. 
That  all  the  fees  which  are  hereby  authorised  to  be  Fees  to  be 
received  by  the  Clerk  of  the  Inrolments  in  Chancery,  ^^  ^  ^^ 
the  Clerks  of  Records  and  Writs,  the  Taxing  Masters, 
the  Clerk  of  the  Affidavits,  and  the  Clerks  of  the  Masters 

e  S  in 
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1842.  in  Ordinary/shall  be  by  them  severally  and  reapecdTely 
paid  into  the  Bank  of  England,  in  the  name  of  the  Ao- 
coimtant-General,  to  be  placed  to  the  credit  of  the 
account  entitled  the  <<  Soitors'  Fee  Fond  Account** 

XXXIV. 
That  the  foregoing  Orders  shall  take  effect  from  and 
after  the  28th  day  of  October  1842. 


THE  FIRST  SCHEDULE 

ABOTB  REFBRRBD  TO. 

Feei  to  be  taken  by  the  Clerh  of  InrolmetUi  m  Chancery  and  hit  Clerks. 

£  i.  d. 
For  the  acknowledgment  of  e?eiy  deed  for  eadi  party    -060 
For  the  acknowledgment  of  erery  specification  for  eadi 
party  -  -  -  -  -  -026 

For  every  oath,  affirmation^  or  attestation  upon  honour  -    0    16 

THE  SECOND  SCHEDULE 

ABOYB  BBFERRED  TO. 

Feet  to  he  taken  hy  the  Clerkt  of  Recordt  and  Writt  and  their  Clerks. 

Sealing  every  dedimos  to  take  an  answer  -  -    0  10    0 

Sealing  every  special  dedimus  by  order  of  Court  -    0  18    0 

SeaCng  spedal  injunction  -  -  -  -    1  10    0 

Sealing  an  attachment  or  distringas  for  not  a{^>earing  or 
answering        -  -  -  -  -  -080 

Sealing  every  other  writ  -  -  -  -    1    0    0 

Resealing  any  writ  on  any  alteration  diereof      -  -    0    3    0 

Uling  every  bill  or  information  -  -  -  -10    0 

Filmg  replication  -  -  -  -  -0  10    0 

Entering  appearance  for  any  defendant  appearing  sepa- 
rately -  -  -  -  -  -070 

Entering  appearance  if  not  more  than  three  defendants  -    0    7    0 
Ifmore  than  three  and  not  exceeding  dx  defendants      -    0  14    0 
And  in  the  same  proportion  for  any  number  of  defendants. 
Office  copies  of  documents  left  for  inspection  as  exhibits, 
per  folio  -  -  -  -  -  -004 

All  other  office  copies,  ptf  folio  -  -  -    0    0  10 

Filing  plea^'answer,  or  demurrer  -  -  -    0  10    0 

Entering 
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Sntering  a  rule  -  -  -  -  -080 

AttendiDg  Court  of  Chancery  or  Master  with  record, 

per  diem         -  -  -  •  -  -OHO 

Ditto  with  exhibitt  per  Sea,  exchiahre  of  cairiage  or 

porterage,  when  required        -  -  -  -    0  14    0 

Attending  with  record  or  exhibits  in  any  other  court  or 

place  (besides  expenaea  to  be  retained  by  the  officer  to 

his  own  use),  per  diem  -  -  »  -    2    2    0 

Every  consent    -  -  -  -  -  -070 

Every  certificate  -  -  -  -  -040 

Examining  all  copies  with  the  records,  per  folio  -    0    0    2 

Every  exemplification,  per  skin,  exdusiye  of  parchment 

and  duty         -  -  -  -  -  -114    0 

On  inspection  of  documents  left  with  the  Clerk  of  Re- 
cords and  Writs,  per  hour      -  -  -  -    0    7    0 

Amending  every  record,  if  amendments  under  ten  folios  -  0  14  0 
If  more  than  ten  folios,  for  every  folio  over       -  -006 

Amending  every  office  copy,  i£  amendments  und&  ten 

folios  -  -  -  -  -  -070 

Ifmorethantenfolios,  for  every  folio  over        -  -    0    0    4 

Setting  down  cause  l)e8ides  certificate    -  -  -    1     1    0 

Search  for  records  when  in  the  record  room,  or  for  any 

person  not  being  a  party  in  the  cause,  first  year  -    0    2    0 

Each  year  after  -  -  -  -  -010 

Inspection  of  same         •  •  -  -  -070 

Filing  every  note  -  -  -  -  -070 

Entering  memorandum  of  service  of  copy  bill  on  every 

defendant       -  -  -  -  -  -070 

Every  oath,  affirmation,  or  attestation  upon  honour       -016 
Every  exhibit  to  affidavit,  &c.     -  -  -  -    0    2    6 

InroUing  decree  or  order,  the  same  fees  aa  heretofore 

until  fiirtfaer  order. 


THE  THIRD  SCHEDULE 

ABOVB  BSFBRRBD  TO. 

Feet  to  be  taken  by  the  Taxing  Mastert  and  their  Clerht, 

For  every  warrant  -  -  -  -  -030 

For  drawing  every  report,  per  folio,  exclusive  of  tiie  fol- 
lowing fee-  -  -  -  -  -010 

On  signing  every  report  and  certificate  -  -    1    0    0 

Per-centage  on  amount  of  every  bill  of  costs  as  taxed  -  4  0  0 
For  copies  of  bills  of  costs  and  other  documents,  per  folio  0  0  4 
For  every  oath,  affirmation,  or  attestation  upon  honour  -    0    1    6 

e  4  For 
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For  every  eifailnt  -  -  -  -  -026 

For  agning  the  allowance  to  every  set  of  interrogatories, 

account,  or  other  document  -  «-  -050 

For  an  examination  fee  on  each  witneBBesdunve  of  oath.  0    5    0 


THE  FOURTH  SCHEDULE 

ABOTB  EBFERREO  TO. 

Feci  to  be  taken  by  the  Clerk  ofAffidamU. 

For  every  affidavit  -  •  -  -  -016 

For  every  exhibit  -  -  -  -  -026 


THE  FIFTH  SCHEDULE 

ABOTB  BBFBRRBD  TO. 

Fee  to  be  taken  by  the  Clerks  of  the  MoMten  m  Ordinary, 

For  copies,  in  addition  to  the  sum  of  one  penny  halfpenny 
now  taken  and  received,  the  further  sum  of,  per  folio     0    0    2^ 


THE  SIXTH  SCHEDULE 

ABOYB  BBFBRRBD  TO. 

Fees  to  be  taken  and  received  by  SoScUon. 

For  preparing  every  writ  without  order  -  -    0    6    8 

Ditto,  every  writ  under  order,  except  special  injunction     0  13    4 
Ditto,  special  injunction,  indudii^  ingrossment  and 

docket,  per  folio       -  -  -  -  -014 

Parchment  as  paid       •  -  -  -  -000 

Ltndhurst,  C. 
Lanodalb,  M.R. 
Lancelot  Shadwbll,  V.C.E. 
James  Wigram,  V .  C. 
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ORDERS  IN  LUNACY. 

21th  October  1842. 

I,  John  Singleton  Baron  Lyndhurst,  Lord 
High  Chancellor  of  Great  Britain,  intrusted, 
by  virtue  of  her  Majesty's  sign  manual,  with 
the  care  and  commitment  of  the  custody  of 
the  persons  and  estates  of  persons  found  idiot, 
lunatic,  or  of  unsound  mind,  do,  in  pursuance 
of  an  act  of  parliament  passed  in  the  sixth 
year  of  the  reign  of  her  present  Majesty,  in- 
tituled <<An  Act  to  alter  and  amend  the 
Practice  and  Course  of  Proceeding  under 
Commissions  in  the  Nature  of  Writs  de  lunatico 
inquirendOf*  and  for  the  purpose  of  making 
immediate  provision  for  carrying  the  same 
into  effect,  hereby  order  and  direct  in  manner 
following ;  that  is  to  say  — 

L 
.    That  from  and  after  the  first  day  of  Michaelmas  Office  of 
tenn  next,  the  office  of  Clerk  of  the  Custodies  of  Idiots  S^fw  ab£"*" 
and  Lunatics  do  cease  and  determine.  lished. 

XL 
That  all  the  inquiries  and  matters  connected  with  References  in 
the  persons  and  estates  of  lunatics  heretofore  usually  re-  made^to^the 
ferred  to  the  Masters  in  Ordinary  of  the  High  Court  of  Commis- 

riL.  t  ^   •        •  •  J  u        •  *  c  Monere  instead 

Chancery,  [fxcepi,  mquuies  under  or  by  virtue  of.  an  of  to  the  Mas- 
act  made  and  passed  in  the  first  year  of  the  reign  of  ^^'^- 
his  Majesty  kmg  Wmiam  the  FouHh,  mtitded  "  An  ^^^^^ 
Act  for  amendmg  the  laws  respecting  conveyances  and  ^^^  ^  ^«  4* 

•  transfers 
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1842. 


References 
now  pending 
to  be  trans- 
ferred* 


Deeds,  &C  in 
lunacy  to  be 
delivered  by 
Masters  to 
Commis- 
sioners. 


transfers  of  estates  and  funds  vested  in  trustees  and 
mortgagees,  and  for  enabling  courts  of  equity  to  give 
effect  to  their  decrees  and  orders  in  certain  cases,"  and 
also  except  where  the  Lord  Chancellor  diall  from  time 
to  time  otherwbe  specially  direct,)  be  hereafter  referred 
to  the  Commissioners  in  Lunacy  for  the  time  being. 

IIL 

That  all  inquiries  in  lunacy  now  pending  before  any 
of  the  said  Masters,  {except  any  inquiries  under  or  by 
virtue  of  the  said  act  of  parliament  in  the  last  Order 
mentioned,  and  except  where  otherwise  hereafter  specially 
directed,)  be  transferred  to  the  Commissioners  in 
Lunacy. 

IV. 

That  all  deeds,  wills,  securities,  papers  and  docu- 
ments, in  any  lunacy,  now  left  or  deposited  in  the  offices 
of  the  said  Masters  respectively,  be  delivered  to  the 
Commissioners  in  Lunacy,  or  to  some  person  by  them 
authorised  to  receive  the  same. 


Commis^ 
sioners'  clerks 
to  receive 
like  fees  as 
Masters* 
clerks. 


V. 

That  until  further  order,  the  clerks  to  the  Commis- 
sioners take  and  receive  for  business  done  in  the  Com- 
missioners' Office,  the  like  fees  to  those  for  the  time 
being  receivable  by  the  clerks  to  the  said  Masters  for 
the  like  business,  such  fees  to  be  accounted  for  as  herein- 
after mentioned. 


Acts,&c.  to 
be  done  bjr 
the  Commis- 
sioners. 


VL 

That  until  ftirther  order,  all  acts,  deeds,  matters,  and 
things  heretofore  accustomed  to  be  done  in  the  execu- 
tion of  the  office  of  Clerk  of  the  Custodies,  as  to  the 
several  matters  following,  be  done  by  the  Commissioners 
in  Lunacy ;  that  is  to  say  — 

Bonds 
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Bonds  And  recognizances  of  committees  and  their        1842. 
sureties,  and  the  vacating  and  delivering  up  the  same ;       ^^^*V^ 

The  bill  for  the  grant  of  the  custody,  and  for  the  re* 
vocation  thereof; 

Summoning  committees  and  sureties  to  account; 

Filing  and  copying  committees'  accounts,  and  cer- 
tifymg  the  same. 

VIL 
That  until  further  order,  the  clerks  of  the  Ccnnmis-  Commis- 
noners  take  and  receive  for  the  business  so  done  under  ^  recme  like 
the  for^cung  Order,  the  like  fees  to  those  heretofore  ^  ?"  ^% 
received  in  the  office  of  Clerk  of  the  Custodies  for  the  todies, 
like  business,  such  fees  to  be  accounted  for  as  herein- 
after mentioned. 

VIIL 
That  until  further  order,  all    other  acts,  deeds,  Secretary  of 
matters,  and  things,  heretofore  accustomed  to  be  done  p^iformdudes 
in  the  execution  of  the  office  of  Clerk  of  the  Custodies,  of  the  Cl^k 
be  (so  far  as  according  to  the  practice  for.  the  time  being  ^nd  receive 
in  lunacy  the  same  shall  be  necessary  to  be  performed)  ^®  f^^* 
done  by  the  Secretary  of  Lunatics ;  and  the  Secretary 
of  Lunatics  is  to  take  and  receive  for  the  business  so 
done,  the  like  fees  to  those  heretofore  received  in  the 
office  of  Clerk  of  the  Custodies  for  the  like  business, 
such  fees  to  be  accounted  for  as  hereinafier  mentioned. 

IX. 

That  the  matter  of  each  lunacy  be,  for  the  purpose  Inquiries  in 
of  the  inquiries  hereby  authorised,  considered  as  re-  condlered  as 

ferred  to  the  Commissioners  in  Lunacy  from  the  date  r^etred  from 

the  date  of 

of  the  inquisition.  the  inquisi- 

tion. 
X. 

That  ^diere  any  person  has  been  or  may  be  found  Inquiries  with- 
lunatic  under  any  commission,  the  Commissioner  do,  oniol'^'to 

from 


hoax 
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1842. 


heir  at  law, 
next  of  kia» 
the  situation 
of  the  lunatic, 
the  nature  of 
the  lunacy, 
and  as  to  his 
committee, 
fortune,  and 
maintenance. 


from  time  to  time^  and  without  any  special  order  in 
sach  matter,  inquire  and  report  who  is  or  are  the  heir  or 
heirs  at  law  and  next  of  kin  of  the  lunatic,  and  the 
person  or  persons  who  would  be  entitled  to  his  estate  or 
to  shares  thereof  under  the  statutes  for  the  distribution 
of  intestates'  estates,  in  case  he  were,  at  the  date  of  such 
inquiry,  dead  intestate,  to  whom  due  notice  of  attending 
the  Commissioner  is  to  be  given ;  and  also  inquire  and 
report  what  is  the  situation  of  the  lunatic  and  the 
nature  of  the  lunacy,  and  who  is  or  are  the  most  fit  and 
proper  person  or  persons  to  be  appointed  the  committee 
or  committees  of  the  person  and  estate  of  the  lunatic, 
and  of  what  the  fortune  of  the  lunatic  did,  at  the  tioie 
from  which  he  shall  have  been  found  lunatic,  consist, 
and  of  what  it  consists  at  the  time  of  such  inquiry,  and 
what  is  the  amount  of  income  arising  therefrom,  and  in 
what  manner,  and  at  what  expense,  and  by  whom  and 
where  the  lunatic  has  been  maintained,  and  whether 
any  thing  and  what  is  due,  and  to  whom,  in  respect  of 
such  past  maintenance,  and  to  whom,  and  out  of  what 
fund  the  same  ought  to  be  paid,  and  what  is  fit  and 
proper  to  be  allowed  for  the  maintenance  and  support 
of  the  lunatic  for  the  time  past  and  to  come,  regard 
being  had  to  the  circumstances  and  estate  of  the 
lunatic,  and  from  what  time  such  allowance  should 
commence* 


Inquiry  as  to 
provisional 
management 
and  mainte- 
nance. 


XL 

•  That  the  Commissioner  be  at  liberty  immediately 
after  inquisition,  and  without  any  special  order  in  the 
matter,  to  make  inquiry,  and  to  report,  whenever  it  shall 
shall  seem  necessary,  upon  the  provisional  care  and 
management  of  the  lunatic  and  his  property,  and  as  to 
maintenance,  until  committees  or  a  committee  be  ap- 
pointed. 


XII.  That 
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XII.  1842, 

That  the  Commissioner  be  at  liberty,  by  certificate  p^Y^ 
under  bis  band,  and  without  any  special  order  for  that  time^r  com- 
purpose,  to  enlarge,  from  time  to  time,  the  period  within  PJ^tme  secu- 
which  any  person  approved  of  as  committee  of  the  estate  mittee. 
of  any  lunatic  ought  to  complete  bis  security. 

XIII. 
That  the  Commissioner  be  at  liberty,  without  special  Inquiry,  with- 
order,  to  receive  any  proposal  or  conduct  any  inquiry  ^^j J^  gj,  ^^ 
as  to  the  managing,  setting  or  letting  the  estate,  or  other-  management, 
wise  respectmg  the  person  or  property  of  any  lunatic,  peity. 
and  may  report  thereon  as  he  shall  see  fit ;  but  such 
report  shall  be  submitted  for  confirmation,  as  is  now 
done  with  respect  to  such  reports  when  made  upon 
special  reference. 

XIV. 
That  it  shall  not  be  necessary  for  the  committee,  or  the  Committee's 
legal  personal  representatives  of  the  committee,  to  ob«  beuken vitS- 
tain  a  special  order  in  the  matter  for  the  taking  and  out  special 
passing,  from  time  to  time,  his  or  their  accounts,  but 
such  committee  or  his  legal  personal  representatives,  as 
the  case  may  be,  do,  from  time  to  time,  without  any 
special  order  in  the  lunacy  for  that  purpose,  attend 
before  the  Commissioner,  and  have  an  account  of  his  or 
their  receipts  and  payments  for  and  on  account  of  the 
lunatic  and  his  estate  taken  and  passed;  and  that  in  All  just  allow- 
taking  and  passing  such  accounts,  the  Commissioner  ^^^^/^ 
make  unto  the  committee,  or  his  legal  personal  repre- 
sentatives, as  the  case  may  be,  all  just  allowances,  in- 
cluding an  allowance  of  his  and  their  reasonable  and 
proper  costs,  charges,  and  expenses,  and  those  of  the 
next  of  kin  of  the  lunatic,  of  passing  such  accounts. 

XV.  That 
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1842.  XV. 

^J/"^        That  the  Commissioner  may  from  time  to  time  de- 
to  determine    ^i^in^  whether  all)  or  how  many,  and  which  of  the 

what  parties  next  of  kin  or  of  the  heirs  of  the  lunatic,  shall  (unless  at 
to  attend  pro-    ,    .  .  i  .    o        i  .  j. 

ceedings  be-      their  own  costs)  attend  before  him  on  any  proceeorngs 

fore  him.         Jq  ^y^e  lunacy ;  and  that  no  other  of  such  parties  shall  be 

allowed  costs  out  of  the  estate,  unless  by  special  order 

for  that  purpose. 

XVL 

Commissioner  That  the  Commissioner  be  at  liberty,  from  time  to 
fkepmte  re-  ^°*®>  *°^  *^  *®  request  of  any  party  or  otherwise,  to 
ports  and  state  make  separate  reports,  or  a  separate  report,  and  to  state 
^^gi^^,  any  circumstances  as  to  the  subject  matter  of  the  report 
specially,  as  he' shall  think  fit. 

XVII. 
Orders  in  That  for  the  purpose  of  avoiding,  as  much  as  may 

oontun^^e  ^^  expense  and  delay  in  drawing  orders  in  lunacy,  no 
statements  in  part  of  the  Statements  in  the  petition  be  recited  in  any 
or  the  Com-     order,  but  only  the  prayer ;  and  that  no  part  of  the 

missioner's  re-  Commissioner's  report  be  stated  in  any  order  except  the 

port,  except 

the  prayer  and  Commissioner's  finding  or  opinion;  and  that  before  any 

finding.  order  be  passed,  the  original  petition  or  petitions  be  filed 

Pgtiontobe  with  the  Secretary  of  Lunatics. 

XVIII. 
Fees  to  Secre-       That  until  further  order,  the  fees  hereinafter  men- 
Mtics  for**"       tioned  for  the  matters  following,  be  taken  and  received 
orders  and  for  by  the  Secretary  of  Lunatics,  in  lieu  of  the  fees  now  taken 
S^,^^  '        and   received  by  him  for  such  matters  respectively; 
videlicet — For  every  order  ^2  lOs.    For  every  dupli- 
cate of  an  order,  requiring  to  be  drawn  up  in  Chancery, 
105.     For  filing  every  petition,  10s. ;  such  fiaes  to  be 
accounted  for  as  hereinafter  mentioned. 

XIX.  That 
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XIX.  184.2. 

That  all  fees  taken  Jand  received  by  the  clerks  to  the   .  ,  ^ 

All  fees  to  be 
Commissioners,  and  by  the  Secretary  of  Lunatics,  be,  carried 

once  in  every  month,  paid  into  the  Bank  of  England  to  p^"p^^i^  . 

the  credit  of  the  Accountant-General  of  the  Court  of  count. 

Chancery,  to  the  account  entitled  *^The  Suitors'  Fee 

Fond  Account;"  the  amount  thereof  to  be  verified  by 

affidavit. 

XX. 

That  the  foregoing  Orders  take  e£fect  on  the  first 
day  of  Michaelmas  term  next. 

LYNDHURST,  C. 


ADDENDA   ET  CORRIGENDA. 


]nigc     5.  line  2,  refer  to  **  Tur.  {-  E.  307.*' 
61.  line  93,  refer  to  «  10  Vet.  385." 
65.  line  IS,  for  <' diitinguiali "  read  **  distinguished.*' 
86.  In  marginal  note,  last  line,  for  **  mortgagee  "  read  '*  mortgagor.' 

161.  note  (jg\  for  «  S  Vet."  read  «  2  Tcj.  jun." 
note(n),  for  «  2  Tei."  read  «« 2  To.  jun." 

179.  note  (a),  for  <'2  Tef."  read  «2  Fef.jun." 

182.  Marginal  note,  line  31,  for  « after  "  read  **  before." 

310.  line  9,  for  «  Plaintiff"  read  «  Defendant" 

323.  note  (a),  for  «3"  read  *<13.'' 

372.  note,  for  "would"  read  «  would  not." 


REPORTS 


or 


CASES 

ARGUED  AND  DETERMINED  1840. 


IH 


THE  ROLLS  court; 


CRALLAN  V.  OULTON.  1840. 

June  85,  S6. 

29. 

^TIHE  testator,  James  Newton^  together  with  the  De-  ^  testator  di. 
-*-   fendants  John  Oulton  and  James  Ne^an  Garside,  ^ected  his 
became  jointly  and  severally  indebted  to  the  Plaintiff  paid  out  of  his 
in  the  sum  of  1000/.  upon  a  promissory  note,  payable  on  "***  and  per- 
demand,  and  dated  the  21st  of  May  1825,     This  note  and  he  after- 
was  given  for  the  same  amount,  then  due  from  James  ^ded^||[||^ir 

Newton  to  the  Plaintiff  upon  bis  sole  promissory  note.     l"s  personal 

estate  should 
fall  short  in 
On  the  8th  oi  September  1825,  James  Newton  the  paying  his 

11.        .1111  1        *.  11  **  T  debts,  then  he 

testator  made  his  will,  duly  attested  as  toUows :  —  **  1  empowered  his 

will,  order,  and  direct  that  all  my  just  debts,  funeral  ex-  «*fC"fo"  t® 
'  '  /  J  »  enter  into  the 

penses,  and  the  charge  of  the  probate  and  execution  of  receipt  of  the 
this  my  last  will  and  testament,  be  fully  paid  and  dis-  jy^holds  Un- 
charged by  my   executors  and  executi*ix  hereinafter  til  the  same 

named,  out  of  my  real  and  personal  estate  and  effects,  wholly  paid 

Qg  offl  The 
personal  estate 
was  sufficient  for  payment  of  the  debts.  Held,  nevertheless,  that  a  trust  had  been 
created  for  pmnent  of  the  debts  out  of  the  realty,  so  as  to  prevent  the  operation  of 
the  Statute  of  Limitations,  and  that  the  real  estate  remained  liable  to  pay  a'simple 
contract  debt  which  had  been  left  unpaid  after  distribution  of  the  residuary  penional 
estate. 

Vol,  III.  B 
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as  soon  as  conveniently  may  be  after  my  decease;"  and 
after  making  certain  devises,  he  proceeded  as  follows :  — * 
*<  Provided  always  nevertheless,  and  it  is  my  will  and 
mind,  that  if  my  said  personal  estate  and  effects  shall 
happen  to  fall  shcHrt  of  paying  and  dischargmg  all  my 
just  and  lawful  debts,  funeral,  and  testamentary  ex- 
penses ;  then  and  in  such  case,  I  will,  order,  and  direct, 
and  hereby  authorise  and  empower  my  said  executors 
and  executrix  to  enter  into  the  receipt  of  the  rents  and 
profits  of  all  my  before  mentioned  freehold  and  lease- 
hold messuages,  cottages,  buildings,  lands,  tenements, 
hereditaments,  and  premises,  until  thereby  and  there- 
with the  same  shall  be  wholly  paid  off  and  discharged 
according  to  the  intent  and  meaning  of  this  my  wilL" 


The  testator  died. in  January  1826,  and  his  will  was 
proved  by  James  Outtouj  Henry  Wright ^  James  Garside^ 
and  Satty  Garside^  his  executors,  and  executrix,  who  pud 
all  his  debts,  except  that  claimed  by  the  Plaintiff,  and  di- 
vided the  residue  of  the  personal  estate,  which  was  stated 
to  amount  to  8849/.  amongst  the  residuary  legatees. 

Afi»r  the  testator's  death,  OuUon  paid  the  interest  on 
the  note  down  to  1835,  the  particulars  of  which  he 
entered  in  his  account  book,  in  the  manner  stated  in  the 
judgment  of  the  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

In  October  1885  the  Plaintiff  filed  this  bill,  on  behalf 
of  himself  and  all  the  other  creditors  of  James  Neoston^ 
against  the  executors  and  the  persons  interested  in  the 
testator's  real  estate,  for  payment  of  the  debts  out  of  the 
real  and  personal  estate.  OuUon  and  Garside  had  both 
become  bankrupts. 


The  defences  set  up  were,  first,  that  at  the  time  of 
giving  the  joint  promissory  note  in  1825,  the  Plaintifi^ 
by  arrangement,  agreed  to  accept  the  Defendants  Otdton 

and 
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and  Qardde  as  bis  principal  debtors;  that  time  had       1840. 
afterwards  been  given  to  the  principal,  and  that  thereby 
die  estate  of  the  surety  had  been  released. 

Secondly,  the  Statute  of  Limitations. 

And,  thirdly,  that  the  personal  estate  having  been 
found  sufficient,  the  residue  had  been  divided  after 
advertisements  for  creditors ;  that,  consequently,  there 
was  no  liability  as  regarded  the  real  estate,  and  no  trust 
so  as  to  take  the  case  out  of  the  statute. 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  S.  Skarpe^  for  the  Plaintifl^ 
contended,  first,  that  the  note  being  payable  on  demand, 
time  did  not  run  until  payment  had  been  demanded ; 
secondly,  that  the  payment  of  interest  by  OuUon  took 
the  case  out  of  the  Statute  of  Limitations,  he  being  one 
of  the  co-makers  of  the  promissory  note  and  jointly 
bound  thereby,  and  being  also  executor  of  the  testator; 
and  thirdly,  they  argued  that  the  Statute  of  Limitations 
did  not  operate,  as  the  will  of  the  testator  contained  a 
trust  for  payment  of  his  debts. 

Sir  C.  Wetherellj  Mr.  H.  Parker,  Mr.  Teed,  Mr.  Moorej 
Mr.  Birdj  Mr.  Kindersky,  Mr.  Milne,  and  Mr.  Rogers^ 
for  several  Defendants,  argued,  that  by  the  will  of  the 
testator  his  real  estate  had  only  been  charged  in  the 
event  '^  of  his  personal  estate  and  effects  happening  to 
fall  short"  That  this  event  had  not  occurred;  and 
that,  therefore,  the  real  estate  was  not  liable.  That 
in  Dike  v.  Ricks  (a),  where  a  power  of  sale  was  given 
in  case  of  the  insufficiency  of  the  goods,  &c.  of  the 
testator  to  satbfy  his  debts,  a  plea  of  purchase  from 
the  executrix  was  held  bad,  because  it  did  not  state 
the  value  of  the  assets  and  of  the  testator's  debts, 
so  as  to  shew  that  the  executrix  had  cause  of  sale. 

That 

(a)  Cro.Cttr.55S 
B  2 
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1840.  That  the  personal  estate  being  once  sufficient,  the  real 
estate  was  not  rendered  liable  by  any  subsequent  de- 
ficiency ;  Culpepper  v.  Austin  (a),  (Xdfield  v*  OUfieUL  (b) 
That  the  Plaintiff  having  permitted  the  estate  to  be  dis- 
tributed without  making  any  claim,  and  it  having  been 
done  without  precipitation,  the  executors  were  not  now 
liable  to  the  Plaintiff;  Higginsv.  Crawfitrd  (c),  The  Gaoet" 
nor  and  Company  of  Chelsea  Water  Works  v.  Camper^  (d) 

They  further  argued,  that  the  claim  against  the  testa- 
tor's estate  had  been  barred  by  the  Statute  of  Limitations, 
for  the  joint  liability  being  severed  by  his  death,  no 
subsequent  payment  of  interest  by  the  co-makers  of  the 
note  could  prevent  the  operation  of  that  statute ;  Atkins 
V.  Tredgdd  (^),  Slater  v.  Lawson.  {g)  That  as  to  the 
personal  estate,  no  trust  for  payment  of  debts  could  be 
created,  Jones  v.  Scott  {h) ;  and  that  as  the  personal 
estate  had  been  originally  sufficient,  no  trust  had  at- 
tached on  the  realty.  It  was  also  argued,  that  the 
specific  devised  estates  were  not  liable,  Spong  v.  Spong{i); 
and  that  there  could  be  no  sale  of  the  real  estate,  but 
that  payment,  if  at  all,  must  be  made  by  means  of  the 
rents  and  profits,  Lingard  v.  The  Earl  of  Derby,  (k) 

Mr.  Pemberton^  in  reply,  admitted  that,  on  a  note 
payable  on  demand,  the  Statute  of  Limitations  runs 
from  the  date  of  the  note.  (/) 

He  cited  Braithwaitev.  Britain  {in)^  Winter  v.  Innes{n\ 
Thorpe  v.  Jackson  (o),  to  shew  the  continuance  of  the 

liability 

(a)  S  CL  Car.S21.  (t)  8  Bli.S4. 

(5)  1  Vemon^  536.  [k)  I  A  C.  C.310. 

(c)  2  rM.juii.57«.  (/)    See  Nortofi  ▼.  EUam,  2 

(d)  1  Eip.  275.  Mee.  *  W.  461. 
{e)  2  Bam.  ^  C.  25.  (m)  1  Keen^  206. 
Ig)  1  Bam.  4-  Adol.S96.;  and         (»)  4  Myl.  4-  Cr.  101. 

9  G.  4.  c.  14.  (0)  iT.^CoL  S53. 

(A)  1  Buss.  4-  M.  255.;  re- 
versed,  4  a.  4- Ftti.  382. 
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liability  of  the  estate  of  the  deceased  partner,  so  long  as  1840. 
the  survivor  continued  liable;  and  Hughes  v.  Wynne^ 
to  shew  that  where  real  estates  are  devised  in  tnist  for 
the  payment  of  debts  in  aid  of  the  personal  estate^  the 
Statute  of  Limitations  does  not  run  in  equity  after  the 
death  of  the  testator.  Sir  Thomas  Plumer  there  ob« 
serving,  '*  it  is  not  to  be  inferred  that  a  man  has  no 
debt,  because  he  does  not  go  to  law  to  enforce  payment 
when  he  has  a  trustee  to  pay  him* 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls.  jmi^  ss. 

Having  read  the  pleadings  and  considered  the  evi- 
dence in  this  case,  I  am  of  opinion  that  at  the  time  of 
the  testator's  death,  the  Defendants,  John  OuUon  and 
James  Newtmi  Garside^  together  widi  the  testator,  were 
jointly  and  severally  indebted  to  the  Plaintiff  in  the  sum 
of  1000^,  which  was  due  from  them  upon  a  promissory 
note  dated  the  21st  of  May  1825,  and  that  the  testator 
having  died  in  the  month  of  January  1826,  the  interest 
of  the  sum  of  10002.  was  from  time  to  time  from  and 
after  the  testator's  death  paid  to  the  Plaintiff  by  the 
Defendant,  John  OuUon.  ' 

It  is  admitted  that  previously  to  the  time  when  the 
promissory  note  of  1825  was  made,  the  testator  was 
separately  indebted  to  the  Plaintiff  in  the  sum  of  1000/., 
the  payment  of  which,  with  interest,  was  secured  by  a 
former  promissory  note,  which  was  given  for  valuable 
consideration,  and  which  was  cancelled  on  the  delivery 
of  the  note  of  May  1825. 

It  is  alleged  on  the  part  of  the  Defendants  that  at 
the  time  when  the  prombsory  note  of  1825  was  given, 
the  Plaintiff  agreed  to  accept  the  defendants  OuUon  and 
James  Newton  Garside  as  his  principal  debtors,  and  to 

B  3  consider 
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1840.  consider  Neatoih  ^e  testator,  who  up  to  that  time  had 
been  the  sole  debtor)  as  only  a  surety  fiur  OulUm  and 
Garsidep  and  that  after  the  death  of  NeoaUm^  the 
Plaintiff  dealt  with  OuUon  and  Garside  as  the  only 
parties  who  were  indebted  to  him  on  the  note,  and 
received  the  interest  from  OuUon  on  the  bdialf  of  him- 
self and  Garside^  and  that  by  thb  course  of  dealings 
the  Plaintiff  must  be  considered  either  to  have  volun- 
tarily abandoned  all  claim  against  the  testator^s  estate, 
or  to  be  barred  by  the  statute  of  limitations. 

It  seems  that  OuUon,  making  the  payment,  took  credit 
for  the  amount  in  account  between  himself  and  the  firm 
of  Otdion  and  Garside,  but  there  is  no  evidence  to  shew, 
as  for  or  against  the  Plaintiff,  whether  the  money  was 
received  by  him  from  OuUon  as  one  of  the  executors,  or 
as  a  partaer  of  the  firm  of  OuUon  and  Garside,  or  other* 
wise.  The  only  facts  which  I  conceive  to  be  proved 
are,  that  the  testator,  at  the  time  of  his  death,  was  one 
of  the  three  persons  indebted  on  the  note,  and  that  the 
interest  which  accrued  due  on  the  note  was  from  time 
to  time  paid  on  the  note  by  OuUon,  who  was  one  of  the 
parties  liable  to  pay  the  note^  and  one  of  the  executors 
of  a  deceased  party,  who  wis  also  liable  to  pay  the 
note. 

The  answers  admit,  or  do  not  deny,  the  pajrment  of 
the  interest  by  OuUon,  but  as  the  answers  were  not  read 
in  evidence,  and  the  proof  from  the  indorsement  cannot 
be  brought  within  six  years  from  the  filing  of  the  bill, 
the  only  evidence  as  to  the  more  recent  payments  is 
found  in  OuUon^s  book,  in  which  an  account  is  kept  as 
between  him  and  the  firm  of  OuUon  and  Garside.  This 
book,  though  at  first  objected  to  as  no  evidence,  was 
ultimately  relied  on  by  the  Defendants,  as  shewing  that 
the  payments  were  made  by  OuUon  on  behalf  of  the  firm 
of  OuUon  and  Garside^  but  this  variation,  supposing  it 

to 
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to  bemade  out,  does  not  appear  to  me  to  be  mipoitant; 
f—  Aether  the  interest  was  paid  by  OuUon^  one  of  the 
ezecators  and  one  of  the  parties  liable  on  the  note,  or 
by  OuUon  and  Cranide^  two  of  the  executors  and  two  of 
the  parties  liable  on  the  note^  does  not  seem  to  be 
material.  The  fact  which,  in  one  view  taken  of  this 
case,  is  considered  to  be  important  is,  that  there  is 
nothing  to  shew  that  the  Plaintiff  received  the  interest 
from  either  Otdton  or  Oidton  and  Gardde^  in  any  way 
either  to  prejudice  or  keep  alive  his  claim  against  the 
testator's  estate ;  and  laying  aside  the  book  of  account, 
the  question  raised  is,  whether,  under  these  circmn^ 
stances,  there  being  no  proof  that  the  Plaintiff  received 
the  interest  from  Oulton  or  from  OuUon  and  Garside^  in 
his  or  their  characters  as  representing  Newiotif  the 
Statute  of  Limitations  operates  to  bar  the  chum  against 
the  estate  of  Netsion. 


In  the  cases  of  Atkins  v.  Tredg6ld(a)^  and  Slater  v. 
Lctwson{b)j  it  was  determined  that  at  law,  when  the 
joint  contract  was  severed  by  the  death  of  one  party, 
nothing  can  be  done  by  the  personal  representative  of 
the  deceased  party  to  take  the  debt  out  of  the  statute  as 
against  the  survivor*  How  far  the  principle  on  which 
those  cases  were  decided  can  be  applied  to  the  right 
which  a  creditor  has  in  equity  against  the  estate  of  a 
deceased  party,  and  bow  far  the  equitable  right  which  a 
creditor  of  joint  and  several  debtors,  may  have  to  avail 
himself  of  the  equities  subsisting  between  the  debtors, 
may  be  affected  by  agreements  amongst  the  debtors 
themselves,  may  on  a  proper  occasion  have  to  be  consi^ 
dered ;  but  on  the  present  occasion,  the  question  does 
•not  arise  if  there  be  a  trust  for  the  payment  of  the  tes- 
tator's debts ;  and  on  considering  the  will  of  Newton^  I 

am 
(a)  S  ^.  4-  Cr.  99.  (b)  I  B.  j-  Adol^  396. 
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am  of  opinion  that  his  debts  are  charged  on  the  real 
estates,  and  consequently  that  there  is  a  trust  for  the 
payment  of  his  debts.  It  was  argued  that  because  the 
testatori  after  making  the  charge  or  creating  the  trust, 
has  in  a  subsequent  part  of  his  will  directed  that  if  the 
personal  estate  should  fall  short  of  paying  his  debts,  the 
executors  should  enter  into  the  receipt  of  the  rents  of 
his  real  estate,  and  therewith  pay  the  debts,  he  has 
shewn  an  intention  to  charge  the  real  estate  only  in  the 
event  of  the  personal  estate  proving  deficient ;  but  the 
first  general  charge  does  not  appear  to  me  to  be  varied 
by  the  subsequent  direction  to  apply  the  personal  and 
real  estate  for  the  same  purpose  in  a  particular  order; 
and  I  do  not  think  that,  according  to  this  will,  there  is 
no  trust,  because  the  personal  estate  was  sufficient;  a 
trust  was  created,  it  became  the  duty  of  the  trustees  to 
pay  the  debts,  and  if  it  were  correct  to  say,  as  was 
said  in  Hughes  y.  Wynnes  <*  it  is  not  to  be  inferred  that  a 
man-  has  no  debt  because  he  does  not  go  to  law  to 
enforce  payment  when  he  has  trustees  to  pay  him ;"  it 
may  be  said  with  more  force  in  this  case,  that  there  can 
be  no  such  inference  when  a.  creditor  receives  payment 
of  interest  from  the  same  person  who  b  trustee,  because 
that  person  is  himself  a  debtor,  and  the  creditor  does 
not  insist  upon  his  calling  himself  a  trustee  at  the  times 
when  the  interest  b  paid. 

The  debt  being  proved,  and  there  being  a  trust  for 
payment  of  it,  and  no  proof  whatever  that  the  Plainti£P 
ever  accepted  OuUon  and  Garside^  as  his  sole  debtors, 
or  waived  his  claim  against  the  testator's  estate,  I^im  of 
opinion  that  the  PlaintiflP  is  entitled  to  be  paid  out  of  the 
testator's  estate. 
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184a. 

SUTTON  V.  DOGGETT.  juiy  ai. 

THIS  was  a  creditor's  suit  instituted  by  a  party  on  la  a  creditors 
behalf  of  himself  and  all  the  other  creditors  of  the  J"i^thca88ct« 

being  sum* 
testator*  dent  to  pay 

the  debts,  but] 

Upon  a  former  hearing  of  the  cause,  the  costs  of  all  JlJ^f^^je^^^ 

parties  were  ordered  to  be  taxed  in  the  ordinary  way  and  the  costs 

as  between  party  and  party,  and  the  assets,  when  real-  ^g  between 

ised,  were  ordered  to  be  applied  in  payment  of  the  party  and 

debts  reported  due,  and  the  costs  of  suit  ^urt* ordered 

the  Plaintiff's 

The  cause  cominc  on  for  further  directions,  it  was  "'™  ^^•'*  ^ 

between  so** 

Stated  that  the  estate,  though  sufficient  to  pay  the  debts,  licitor  and 
was  insufficient  to  pay  the  debts  and  the  former  and  ^^fj  ^^  ^ 
subsequent  costs  of  suit  taxed  as  between  party  and  party,  the  fund. 

Mr.  Bluni  now  asked  that  the  subsequent  costs  might 
be  taxed  as  between  party  and  par^,  and  if  it  should  be 
found  that  the  fund  would  be  insufficient  for  the  pay- 
ment of  the  debts,  and  such  costs,  then  that  the  Plain- 
tiff might  have  his  extra  costs  as  between  solicitor  and 
client  paid  out  of  the  assets. 

Mr.  GiriUstone^  corUrd. 

The  Masteb  of  the  Rolls  thought  the  order  asked 
reasonable,  as  it  would  be  merely  paying  the  extra  costs 
out  of  the  creditors'  own  fund. 


Tookd  V.  Spicer  (a),  Rowlands  v.  Tucier  (i).  Hood  v. 
WOson  (c),  Barker  v.  Wardle  (ex),  Brodie  ▼.  Bolton  (^), 
Slanion  v.  Hatfield,  (g) 

(a)  4  ^m.  510.  (d)  9  My.  <f-  ^-  818. 

(&)  1  JfiiM.  ^  M.  655.  [e)  3  My,  i  K,  168. 

\c^  i^Bnu.  i  M.  6S7.  [g)  1  Keen,  558. 
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JmfyiS^ 


SMITH  V.  PALMER. 


Guardian  ad 
Klem  to  an 
infant  De- 
fendant re- 
sident out  of 
the  jurisdic- 
tion, ap- 
pointed on 
motion  upon 
proof  of  re- 
spectability, 
and  that  she 
had  no  in- 
terest  adyerBe 
to  that  of  the 
infant. 


TtJ"R.  PEMBERTON  moved  that  M.  P.  might  be 
appointed  guardian  ad  litem  to  some  infants  resi- 
dent in  Scotland;  the  application  was  made  by  motion 
m  order  to  save  the  expence  of  a  commission.  He  stated 
that  such  orders  had  been  made  by  tlie  Vice-Chancellor 
in  unreported  cases  of  Cropper  v.  Crosby^  and  Damson  v. 
Barnes. 

There  was  an  affidavit  that  M.  P.  was  a  fit  and 
proper  person. 

ITie  Master  of  the  Roixs  said  he  would  make  the 
order  upon  being  satisfied  by  affidavit  of  the  respecta- 
bility of  the  proposed  guardian,  and  that  she  had  no 
interest  adverse  to  that  of  the  infant  Defendants. 


SMITH  V.  BIRCH. 


TN  this  cause  the  question  was,  whether  the  Pldntifis 
'*'  in  this  case  of  Smith  v.  Birch  were  entitled  to  have 
the  fund  in  Court  applied  in  satisfaction  of  their  demand. 


m 


March  3\. 

Aprils. 

Julys. 
A  bill  was  filed 
by  a  creditor, 
claiming  in 
respect  of  an 
admitted 
breach  of 
trust,  against 

B.  and  the  representatives  of  5.,  deceased;  and  it  prayed  that  the  accounts  might 
be  taken,  and  the  real  estate  of  S.  sold  and  applied  in  pa^n^  the  amount  due  to  the 
Plaintiff,  and  the  other  debts.  A  sum  of  money  was  paid  into  Court  in  this  suit, 
and  a  decree  was  made  against  the  assets  of  S.  only,  and  accounts  and  enquiries 
were  directed.  A  creditor's  suit  was  subsequently  instituted  against  the  represent* 
atives  of  ;Si.,  and  the  common  decree  made.  The  Plaintiffs  in  the  first  suit  claimed 
the  fund  in  Court,  in  priority  of  the  creditors  in  the  second:  Held,  however,  that 
after  payment  of  the  costs  of  the  first  suit,  it  ought  to  be  appjied  in  a  due  course 
pf  administration  towards  payment  of  all  the  creditors  of  ^. 
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in  exclusion  of  the  other  creditors  of  the  testator  daim^       1 840. 
ing  in  another  and  subsequent  suit  of  Keene  v.  Birch^ 
under  the  following  drcumstances. 

John  Pegg9  by  his  will,  dated  the  10th  of  July  1804, 
gave  the  interest  of  one  fifth  part  of  his  residoary  per^ 
sonal  estate  to  the  PlmitiS  Elizabeth  Smith  for  her  life, 
and  after  her  decease  gave  the  same  fifth  part  of  Bis 
estate  to  her  three  children,  SaviUe  Smithy  Honora  Smithy 
and  Charlotte  White^  in  equal  shares. 

Edmund  John  Birch  and  Edward  Smith,  two  of  the  exe« 
cutors  named  in  the  will,  possessed  themselves  of  the  peru 
sonal  estate,  and  having  neglected  fully  to  account  for  the 
same,  a  bill  to  compel  them  to  account  was  filed  in  the 
year  1826,  and  sometime  afterwards  Edmund  John  Birch 
and  Edward  Smith  having  admitted  assets,  it  was  agreed 
between  the  Pbuntiff  Elizabeth  Smith  and  her  children, 
and  the  executors,  that  the  sum  of  4600L  should  be 
fixed  as  the  full  amount  of  the  share  of  the  testator's 
estate  to  which  the  Plaintiff  Elizabeth  Smith  and  her 
children  were  entitled,  and  that  the  said  Edmund  John 
Birch  and  Edward  Smith  should  account  for  the  same, 
and  should  pay  1588/.  6;.  8<i,  being  one  third  part 
thereof  to  Mary  White,  the  legal  personal  represent- 
ative of  Charlotte  White  {Elizabeth  Smith  having  relin- 
quished her  life  interest),  and  should  appropriate,  set 
apart,  and  pay  8066/.  IS5.  4i.,  the  remaining  two  third 
parts  of  the  said  sum  of  4600/.,  and  invest  the  same  on 
mortgage  or  other  security  for  the  benefit  of  Elizabeth 
Smith  for  her  life,  and  of  her  son,  and  daughter  Honora^ 
or  those  claiming  under  them  after  her  death,  and  that 
the  bill  then  pending  should  be  dismissed. 

The  1588/.  6$.  Bd.  was  paid  to  Maty  White,  and  the 
bill  was  dismissed;  the  8066/.  18^.  W.,  however,  was 

not 


12  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

1840«  not  invested,  bat  remained  doe  from  Edmund  John 
JBirch  and  Edward  Smith  ;  and  on  the  5tfa  of  Nooember 
1829  Edmund  John  Birch  died,  having  first  made  a  will, 
whereby  he  gave  the  residue  of  his  real  and  personal 
estate  to  WUliam  Moore  and  Edmund  John  Birch  the 
son,  on  trost  to  sell  the  same  and  to  pay  his  debts,  and 
subject  thereto  on  trust  for  his  children.  The  will  was 
pfbved  by  Edmund  John  Birch  the  son  alone,  and  the 
bill  of  Smith  V.  Birchy  was  filed,  in  1830,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  compelling  payment  of  the  sum  of  3066/.  13^.  4(f» 
by  the  legal  personal  representative  of  Edmund  John 
Birchf  the  father,  and  by  Edaoard  Smith ;  and  the  bill 
prayed  that  an  account  might,  if  necessary,  be  taken  of 
the  assets,  of  Edmund  John  Birch  the  father,  possessed 
by  Edmund  John  Birch  the  son,  and,  if  necessary,  that 
the  real  estates  of  Edmund  John  Birch  the  &ther,  and 
the  proceeds  and  rents  and  profits  thereof,  might  be 
duly  applied  in  payment  of  the  amount  due  to  the 
Plaintiffs,  and  his  other  debts. 

The  Defendant  Edmund  John  Birch  the  son,  stated 
by  his  answer  that  a  sum  of  5000/.  was  due  on  bond 
from  the  estate  of  Edmund  John  Birch  the  father,  and  in 
the  progress  of  the  cause,  before  it  was  brought  on  to 
be  heard,  two  sums,  one  of  650/.  and  the  other  of  15002., 
being  parts  of  the  personal  estate  of  Edmund  John  Birch 
the  father,  were  brought  into  Court  under  orders  for 
that  purpose  made  on  the  20th  of  July  1831,  and  the 
7thof  Jti/j^l832. 

By  the  decree,  which  was  made  on  the  10th  of  No^ 
vember  1832,  after  directing  an  inquiry  whether  the 
cestui  que  trust  assented  to  or  acquiesced  in  the  trulst 
funds  remaining  in  the  hands  of  Edmund  John  Birch  the 
son,  it  was  declared  that  the  estate  of  the  said  Edmund 
John  Birch  the  father  was  liable  to  make  good  the  sum 

of 
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otSOeeL  IS.  4id^  together  with  the  interest  doe  in  re-  1840. 
spect  thereof  and  it  was  referred  to  the  Master  to  com- 
pute the  interest :  and  if  the  Defendant  Edmund  John 
Birch  should  not  admit  assets  sufficient  to  answer  the 
5066/*  135.  4fd*  and  interest,  it  was  ordered  that 'an  ac- 
count should  be  taken  of  the  personal  estate  of  the 
father  come  to  the  hands  of  the  son ;  and  in  case  tlie 
personal  estate  should  not  be  sufficient,  it  was  ordered 
that  the  real  estate  should  be  sold,  and  that  the  money 
arising  from  the  sale  should  be  paid  into  the  bank,  and 
all  further  directions  were  reserved. 

Whilst  the  proceedings  under  this  decree  were  pend- 
ing in  the  Master's  office,  the  bill  in  a  cause  entituled 
Keene  v.  Birch  was  filed  (in  March  1833)  by  simple 
contract  creditors  of  Edmund  John  Birch  the  father,  for 
the  recovery  of  what  was  due  to  them  out  of  his  assets, 
and  on  the  1 4th  of  June  1833,  the  usual  decree  for  an 
account  and  due  application  of  the  assets  in  a  creditors' 
suit  was  pronounced,  and  under  that  decree  various 
proceedings  took  place,  and  a  debt  was  proved  by  a 
bond  creditor. 

Edmund  John  Birch  tlie  son  having  died,  a  bill  of 
revivor  and  supplement  was  filed,  and  on  the  14tlj  of 
nfune  1836,  a  decree  was  made  in  the  supplemental  suit ; 
the  accounts  were  directed  to  be  carried  on  against  the 
legal  personal  representatives  of  Edmund  John  Birch 
the  son,  and  the  Master  was  to  be  at  liberty  to  adopt 
any  of  the  proceedings  in  the  cause  of  Keene  v.  Birch^ 
and  an  account  was  also  to  be  taken  of  the  estate  of 
Edmund  John  Birch  the  son,  possessed  by  his  repre- 
sentative. 

The  Master's  report  was  dated  the  8th  of  January 
1839,  and  thereby  it  appeared  that  the  balance  due 

from 
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1840.  irom  the  estate  of  Edmmd  John  Birch,  aa  account  of 
hb  &ther's  personal  estate,  was  ISSL  12i.  9^  but 
that  a  claim  (not  allowed),  was  made  for  203/.  95.  Sd. 
for  sums  paid  in  satisfiiction  of  simple  contract  debts; 
that  a  balance  of  205L  was  due  finom  the  estate  of  Ed- 
mund  Jakn  Birch  the  son,  in  respect  of  his  receipts  and 
payments  on  account  of  the  real  estate  of  his  ikther; 
that  a  balance  of  1498/.  45.  was  due  from  the  Iq^al 
personal  representative  of  Edmund  John  Birch  the  son, 
on  account  of  his  personal  estate;  and  a  balance  of 
84/.  19&  9^  from  Thonuu  Birch  on  account  of  the  real 
estate  of  Edmund  John  Birch  the  son;  and  the  Master 
stated  that,  in  pursuance  of  the  decrees  in  this  cause 
and  in  Keene  v.  Birch,  the  real  estates  of  Edmund  John 
Birch  the  father,  had  been  sold  for  the  several  sums 
stated  in  his  report. 

In  this  state  of  things,  it  was  claimed  by  the  Plaintiffi 
in  this  cause  that  the  two  sums  of  650/.  and  ISOOL, 
which  had  been  pud  into  Court  in  this  cause,  ought 
to  be  applied  exclusively  towards  satisfaction  of  their 
demand ;  whilst  the  Plaintiffs  in  Keene  v.  Birch,  who 
attended  by  their  counsel  in  the  cause  o(  Smith  v.  Birch, 
and  argued  the  point,  contended  that  these  sums  were 
general  assets  to  be  applied  towards  satisfaction  of  all 
the  debts  of  Edmund  John  Birch  the  father,  in  a  due 
course  of  administration. 

Mr.  Bethell  and  Mr.  Goodeve,  for  the  Plaintiffi  in 
Smith  V.  Birch,  contended  that  the  sums  of  650/.  and 
1500/.,  being  personal  estate  and  legal  assets,  and 
having  been  taken  out  of  the  hands  of  the  executor  and 
brought  into  Court  at  the  instance  of  creditors  claim- 
ing payment,  and  who  ultimately  established  their  right, 
were  subject  only  to  claims  of  a  superior  degree ;  and 
further,  that  as  the  decree  in  this  cause  had  declared  the 

liability 
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liability  of  the  estate  of  Edmund  Jokn  Birch  the  father 
to  pay  a  fixed  sum,  it  ought  to  be  considered  as  a  final 
decree^  giving  to  the  Plaintiffs  in  this  cause  a  priority 
over  the  Plaintifl^  in  the  ci?editors'  suit,  who  took  only 
under  a  decree  for  accounts. 


1840. 


Mr.  Pembertcn  and  Mr.  L.  Wigram^  in  the  same  in- 
terest. 

Mr.  James  BusseU^  for  the  Plaintiff  in  Keene  v.  Birclu 

Mr.  Kindersley  and  Mr.  Prior^  for  the  executor. 

Mr.  Bethettf  in  reply. 

The  following  authorities  were  cited  or  referred  to:— 
Setovfs  Decrees^  62. ;  Johnson  v.  Compton  {a\  Bedfi>rd 
V.  Leigh  (b)j  Attometf^General  v.  Comthwaite  (c)^  Ha- 
millon  V.  Houghton  {d),  Morrice  v.  Bank  of  England {e\ 
Perry  v.  Phelips{g\  Abbis  v.  Winter  {h)^  Drewry  v. 
Thacker{i),  Wilson  v.  Fielding  {k)^  Earl  Kildare  v. 
Kent  (/),  Sawfer  y.  Mercer  (m),  Jones  v.  Bradshaao  (n). 
Lee  V.  Park  (o),  Largan  v.  Bawen  (p),  Clarke  v.  Lord 
Ormonde  ( j),  Eodenhurst  v.  Tudman  (r).  Freeman  v. 
Fairlie  (5),  and  on  costs  Costerton  v.  CosterUm.  {t) 


(a)  ASm.4l. 
\h)  a  Die?*.  707. 
\c)  SCojr,44. 
(iQ  9  J9iS.  169. 

(e)  5  iS^nMm.575.;  JPorei^ySl?.; 
3P.  FP.40«.n.;  4  2?. P.  C. 887. 
(g)  10rtf«.34. 
(ik)  3  ^fliMiff.  578. 
(t)  s5fMm.5S9. 
{k)  10  Mod.  426. 


(/)  9  .FVee.  955. 
(m)  1  7".  it.  690. 
(n)  9  2?VwTO.  155. 
(o)  1  Jr««f,714; 
(|})  1  iS^^  4*  X.  996. 
(9)  J11C06. 194. 
(r)  7\ini^r,305. 
(«)  3  Mer.  99. 
(<)  «jre«i,774. 
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16  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

1 840.  Tie  Master  of  the  Rous. 

From  the  course  of  proceeding  and  from  the  bill  and 
decree  it  appears  that  the  object  of  the  PlaintiflEi  in  this 
cause  was  to  establish  their  demand  against,  and  obtain 
payment  from,  Edward  Smith  and  the  assets  of  Edmund 
John  Birch^  the  father. 

At  the  time  of  the  hearing,  the  demand  against  Ed- 
ncard  Smith  was  not  established;  but  the  Plaintiffs 
succeeded  in  obtaining  a  declaration  that  the  estate  of 
Edmund  John  Birch  the  fiither  was  liable  to  the  pay- 
ment of  the  sum  of  3066/.  ISs.  4^.,  which  he  had  agreed 
to  pay,  and  they  had  agreed  to  accept,  as  their  share  of 
the  estate  of  Pegg*  The  sum  had  been  agreed  upon, 
and  the  computation  of  interest  was  all  that  was  wanted 
to  ascertain  the  exact  amount  for  which  the  estate  of 
Birch  was  liable,  and  this  was  directed  by  the  decree ; 
but  the  decree  was  so  far  from  being  final,  that  inquiries 
were  thereby  directed  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  the 
Court  to  determine  whether  Edward  Smith  was  not 
liable  with  the  estate  of  Edmund  John  Birch  the  father, 
to  pay  the  claim ;  and  in  the  event  of  the  Defendant  not 
admitting  assets,  an  account  was  directed  of  the  personal 
estate ;  and  if  that  should  prove  deficient,  an  account 
and  sale  of  the  real  estate  was  directed. 

No  doubt  the  accounts  and  sale  were  obtained  by 
the  Plaintiffs,  and  were  directed  for  the  purpose  of  as- 
certaining and  realising  assets  wherewith  to  pay  the 
Plaintiffs'  demand;  and  they  contend  that  the  object 
was  to  obtain  payment  of  their  demand  in  preference  to 
all  others;  but  on  this  subject  the  decree  is  silent  — 
nothing  is  said  of  the  application  of  the  assets,  except 
that  the  money  arising  from  the  sale  of  tlie  real  estate  is 
to  be  brought  into  Court,  and  to  be  subject  to  the  fur- 
ther 
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ther  order  of  the  Court.  I  am  of  c^inion  that  this  1840. 
decree  is  not  to  be  considered  as  a  final  decree^  giving  ^^^^^ 
to  the  Plaintiffs  in  this  cause  an  exclusive  right  to  any  ^  v. 
part  of  the  assets.  The  Court  must,  no  doubt,  have 
contemplated  an  application  of  the  assets  in  a  due  and 
legal  course  of  administration,  and  no  directions  being 
contained  in  the  decree,  it  is  necessary  to  recur  to  the 
nature  of  the  suit,  and  the  rights  of  the  parties  inde- 
pendently of  the  decree ;  and  it  appears  that  the  prayer 
of  the  bill  does  not  seek  for  any  priority  over  other 
claimants  in  the  distribution  of  assets :  it  asks  for  pay- 
ment of  the  demand,  and,  if  necessary,  for  an  account 
of  the  personal  estate ;  and,  if  necessary,  that  the  real 
estates,  and  the  proceeds  and  rents  and  profits  thereof, 
might  be  duly  applied  in  payment  of  the  amount  due  to 
the  Pkintiffs,  and  the  other  debts  of  the  testator ;  so 
that  the  form  of  the  suit  is  such,  that  the  Court  is  asked 
to  apply  the  assets  in  payment  of  what  is  due  to  others 
as  well  as  to  the  Plaintiffs ;  and  then  comes  the  ques- 
tion, whether  the  Plaintiffi,  having  in  this  suit  and  with 
notice  of  a  bond  debt  obtained  payment  into  Court  of 
parts  of  the  personal  estate^  are  entitled  to  have  those 
parts  applied  exclusively  for  their  benefit;  and  as  to 
this,  there  may  be  cases  in  which  the  Plaintiff  suing  for 
himself  alone,  and  getting  into  Court  sums  of  money 
upon  which  no  other  person  can  have  any  claim,  may 
be  entitled  to  consider  what  is  so  brought  as  applicable 
exclusively  to  the  satisfaction  of  bis  claim ;  but  I  think 
that  payment  into  Court  of  assets,  which,  in  the  result 
of  the  proceedings,  may  be  applicable  to  the  payment 
of  the  Plamtiff  and  other  persons,  cannot  be  considered 
as  an  appropriation,  or  as  giving  an  exclusive  right  to 
the  Plaintiff  in  priority  to  claims  of  higher  or  even 
of  equal  rank ;  I  am,  therefore,  of  opinion  that  in  this 
case  the  Plaintifis  are  not  entitled  to  have  the  sum  in 
Court  applied  exclusively  to  their  own  benefit 

Vol.  III.  C  I  think. 
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I  thinky  however,  that  the  costs  of  this  cause  may 
properly  be  paid  out  of  the  fund  brought  into  Court ; 
and  it  appears  to  me  that  the  remainder  of  the  fund 
ought  to  be  subject  to  the  decree  which  may  be  made 
in  Keene  v.  Birch^  in  which  suit  the  Plaintiffs  in  this 
cause  ought  to  apply  for  such  benefit  as  they  may  be 
entitled  to  in  competition  with  other  creditors. 


Order  the  taxation  and  payment  of  the  costs,  and 
declare  that  the  residue  of  the  fund  is  to  be  considered 
as  assets  to  be  applied,  in  a  due  course  of  administra- 
tion, for  payment  of  the  debts  of  Edmund  John  Birch. 


July  90. 

General  de- 
murrer al- 
lowed to  a 
bill  on  the 
ground  of  the 
vagueness  and 
uncertainty  of 
its  statements. 


WORMALD  V.  DE  LISLE. 

npHIS  bill,  which  was  filed  by  the  assignees  of  a 
bankrupt,  alleged  that,  previous  to  the  bankruptcy, 
**  certain  dealings  and  transactions  took  place  between 
the  bankrupt  and  Defendant,"  and  that,  by  virtue  of 
<*  certain  agreements  for  leases,  the  bankrupt  was  pos- 
sessed of  leasehold  houses  which  the  bill  specified;  that 
in  the  course  of  such  transactions,  the  Defendant  from 
time  to  time  made  *'  certain  loans  "  to  the  bankrupt ;  and 
the  bankrupt,  *'  as  it  was  alleged  by  the  Defendant," 
made  **  some  lease  "  or  assignment  of  the  property  to  the 
Defendant  of  the  leasehold  premises,  but  that  the  Plain- 
tiffs were  unable  to  discover,  save  as  thereinafter  mention- 
ed, on  what  terms,  and  that  the  Defendant  had  entered 
into  the  receipt  of  the  rents ;  that  the  Plaintiffs  were 
unable  to  discover  with  sufficient  certainty  the  amount 
of  the  loans  made,  but  the  Defendant  pretended  he  had 
bought  the  premises  lender  an. agreement,  to  grant  the 

bankrupt 
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bankrapt  an  underlease  at  such  a  rent  as  should  pay  the        1840. 
Defendant  8  per  cent  on  the  amount  paid  by  him,  but     ^^^mald 
at  other  times  the  Defendant  disputed  the  agreement;  v. 

that  the  amount  received  by  the  Defendant  for  rent 
greatly  exceeded  8  per  cent ;  the  bill  prayed  a  discovery, 
and  that  the  rights  of  the  Plaintiffs  might  be  ascertained 
and  declared:  —  for  an  account  of  the  dealmgs  and 
transactions  between  the  Plaintifis  and  the  Defendant : 
for  a  declaration  that  any  assignment  of  the  premises 
might  stand  as  a  security  for  legal  advances,  and  that 
the  Plaintiffs  might  be  let  in  to  redeem,  with  an  al- 
ternative prayer,  that  if  it  should  appear  that  the  pre- 
mises were  demised  to  the  Defendant  on  the  terms  of 
his  granting  an  underlease,  then  that  it  might  be  de- 
creed. 

To  this  bill  the  Defendant  filed  a  general  demurrer 
for  want  of  equity,  on  the  ground  that  the  Plaintiffs  had 
not  by  the  bill  stated  any  certain  case  upon  which  a 
court  of  equity  would  grant  any  relief. 

Mr.  HaJlettf  in  the  absence  of  Mr.  Pemberton^  in  sup- 
port of  the  demurrer. 

Mr.  Kinderdey  and  Mr.  EagerSf  contri. 

The  Master  of  ike  Rolls  intimated,  that  he  did  not 
see  how  a  bill,  the  statements  of  which  were  so  vague 
and  uncertain,  could  be  supported.  The  demurrer 
was  allowed. 


See  1  Beavan,  S96.  note;  Edwards  v.  Edwards,  Jac,555»;  and 
FUiU  y.  Fieid^  2  Anst.  545. 
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Julys. 


PAGE  V.  WAY. 


Settlement  of  "D  Y  the  settlement  made  on  the  marriage  of  Mr.  Jones 
tate  on  his  "^  ^^^^  h'^  wife^  a  part  of  bis  freehold  and  personal  pro- 
marriage,  in  perty  was  conveyed  to  trustees  upon  trust  to  receive  the 
truet  to  pay       ^      J  ^  «^ 

the  rents,  &c.,  rents  and  profits,  **  and  pay  and  apply  the  same  when 

di^'main^  ^**^    received,  unto  or  for  the  maintenance  and  support  of 

tenanceand     the  said  F,  JoneSf  his  wife  and  children,   (if  any);  or 

Snd,''life!  otherwise,  if  they  should  so  think  proper,  permit  the 

and  children,    game  rents,  &c   to  be  received  by  the  said  F.Jones 

i^the  trustees   during  the  term  of  his  natural  life;  but  so  nevertheless, 

should  think     th^t  be  should  not  have  any  power  to  assign,  mortgage, 

mit  the  same    or  charge  the  same^  or  to  anticipate  the  growing  pay- 

bT  the'^h^*.^^  ments  thereof;"  and  after  his  decease,  to  apply  the 

band  during     rents,  &c.  towards  the  maintenance  of  the  wife  and 

out  p^^wer'to    children  (if  any),  or,  if  the  trustees  thought  proper,  to 

charge,  &c,"     pay  them  to  the  wife  for  life  without  power  of  antici- 

ruptcyofthe    Potion,  with  remainder  to  the  children,  and  in  default 

husband.  to  the  husband  absolutely. 

Held,  that  a  ^ 

trust  had 

been  created         Mr.  Jones  became  a  bankrupt  in  1837,  and  his  as« 

tenance  and"  signees  by  this  suit  claimed  the  whole  income  of  the 
support  of  the  trust  property.     There  was  no  issue  of  the  marriage. 

dren  out  of 

the  property         Mr.  6.  Richards  and  Mr.  Moultrie^  for  the  Plaintiffs, 

husband's^life.  contended  that,  in  efiect,  a  life  interest  had  been  given 
to  the  husband,  which  passed  to  his  assignees. 

JRobinsony.  Tickell(a%  Hammond  y.Neame{b\  Berke- 
ley V.  Swinbum  (c),  Robinson  v.  Waddelaw.  {d)j  and  see 
Bippon  V.  Norton,  {e) 

Mr. 

{a)  8  Vet,  148.  {d)  8  5tst.  134. 

(ft)  1  Swan.  SB.  (e)  8  Beovan^  63. 

(c)  6  Sinu  613. 
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Mr. Kinderdey  and  Mr. Keene^  for  the  wife;  and  Mr.        1840. 
Piggait  for  the  trustees,  were  not  heard  by 

7%e  Master  of  ike  Rolls,  who  said :  there  can  be 
DO  doubt  of  the  intention  of  this  settlement,  that  the 
wife  should  be  supported  out  of  the  property.  The 
words  themselves  admit  of  no  reasonable  doubt,  for  the 
trustees  are  to  receive  and  apply  the  income  *^  unto  and 
for  the  mmntenance  and  support  of  Jonesj  his  wife  and 
children  (if  any),  or  otherwbe,.  if  they  think  proper, 
permit  the  same  rents,  &c.  to  be  received  by  Jones 
during  the  term  of  his  natural  life." 

I  am  of  opinion,  that  so  long  as  the  wife  and  children 
were  maintained  by  Jones,  the  trustees  had  a  discretion 
to  give  him  the  whole  income,  but  that  it  was  their  duty 
to  see  that  the  wife  and  children  were  maintained.  The 
assignees  take  every  thing  subject  to  what  is  proper  to 
be  allowed  for  the  maintenance  of  the  wife  and  children, 
and  it  must  be  referred  to  the  Master  to  settle  a  proper 
allowance. 
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Feb.  17.  SO.  MELLISH  V.  BROOK& 

Jtt/y  8. 

Turnpike  tolls    n  Y  the  Great  Grimsby  road  act,  passed  in  fifth  year 

are  not  within     r%     ^  „..       ^  ,     rr^t  .   i      ■ 

the  Statute  of  -*^  of  King  George  the  Third,  the  trustees  were  em- 

^he3&^4W^4  powered  to  borrow  money  at  legal  interest  on  the  credit 
c.  27.,  and  of  the  tolls,  and  to  mortgage  or  assign  over  the  tolls  as 
mor^e^han^fx  ^^^^^7  ^^  ^®  sums  SO  borrowed  and  the  interest 
years  arrears  thereof.  On  the  28th  of  June  1782,  Josq^k  Melluh 
be  recovered  having  lent  to  the  trustees  600/.,  they  by  deed  trans- 
on  a  mortgage  ferred  and  assigned  to  him  such  share  and  proportion 
tolls,  notwith-  of  all  and  every  the  tolls  granted  by  the  act,  as  the 

wJcSoId     ^""^  ^^  ^^'-  ^*^  *°^  **^"*^  bear  to  the  whole  principal 

secuonof  that  money  advanced,  and  then  remaining  due  on  the  credit 

fhetrustees  ^^  ^^  ^^^  ^7  ^hrtue  of  the  act,  to  hold  to  Mdlisk  for 

of  a  turnpike  the  remainder  of  the  twenty*one  years  granted  by  the 
road  borrowed  ,     „         ,        ,         .  ,  „  , ,  .         , 

a  sum  of  act,  and  all  such  other  time  as  the  tolls  could  be  col«> 

money  from     lected,  with  a  proviso  for  making  the  appointment  void 

security  of  the  on  payment  of  the  600/.  and  interest 

tolls,  and  they 

assigned  to 

him  such  pro-       The  provisions  of  the  act  were  continued  or  enlarged 

toUs'as  t'iie   ^  ^J  subsequent  acts ;  and  by  an  act  passed  in  the  ninth 

sum  advanced  year  of  King  George  the  Fourth  (c.  68.),  the  new  term 

whole  princi-    ^^^  ^he  tolls  thereby  granted  were  made  liable  to  the 

pal  money  ad-  payment  of  all  monies  theretofore  borrowed,  and  then 

vanced  on  the  ^  •^  ' 

credit  of  the     due  and  owing  on   the  credit,  or  on  account  of  the 

thatthe other  ''^^'"®^  *^  ^^'^  ^^  interest   due   and  to  grow  dge 
mortgagees  of   thereon. 
the  tolls  were 
necessary  par- 

h^A^B  *"''*  ^^^  many  years  after  the  date  of  the  security,  sums 
against  the  of  money,  occasionally  less  than  the  amount  of  the 
obtain"  a'*^  legal  interest,  were  paid  to  Joseph  Mellish  in  his  life- 
mentof arrears  time,  and  after  his  death  to  hb  representatives,  the  last 
ofthc^tou's^to  of  which  payments  took  place  in  October  1801.  The 
be  received.  trustees, 
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trustees,  however,  had  subsequent,  and  down  to  the  1840. 
year  1834,  continued  to  make  general  orders  on  the 
treasurer  for  payment  of  the  interest  due  to  the  several 
mortgagees  of  the  tolls  in  the  list,  of  whom  the  Plaintiff 
who  represented  the  original  mortgagee  Mr.  MelliAy 
was  included;  the  portion  belonging  to  the  Plaintiff  had 
never  been  received  by  him,  but  had  remained  in  the 
hands  of  the  treasurer  and  had  been  misapplied  by  him. 

In  April  18S2,  the  clerk  to  the  commissioners  wrote 
to  the  Plaintiff  stating,  that  much  uncertainty  having 
crept  into  their  affidrs,  as  to  the  persons  legally  entitled 
to  the  mortgage  securities,  and  the  Plaintiff  appearing 
in  the  books  to  be  a  claimant,  he  was  directed  to  request 
him  to  produce  the  securities,  as  the  trustees  hoped  to 
make  a  further  reduction  of  the  principal  monies. 

This  letter  gave  rise  to  a  discussion  between  the 
Plaintiff  and  the  commissioners,  as  to  the  amount 
l^ally  due  to  the  Plainti£^  the  former  contending  that 
he  was  entitled  to  the  whole  arrears  of  interest,  and  the 
latter  insisting  that  the  Plaintiff  was  entitled  to  the  prin- 
cipal and  to  interest  from  1854  only,  which  amounted 
to  210^  This  latter  sum  they  tendered  previous  to  the 
institution  of  the  suit. 

The  Plaintiff  filed  this  bill  in  1836,  against  the 
trustee  of  the  act  alone  for  payment  of  the  whole  arrears 
of  interest  out  of  the  monies  received,  or  to  be  received 
under  the  acts  of  parliament,  and  for  a  receiver. 

The  Defendant  did  not  object  to  pay  the  210/. 
already  tendered  for  interest,  which  they  alleged  would 
place  the  Plaintiff  in  the  same  situation,  and  on  the 
same  terms  and  footing  as  the  other  mortgagees  of  the 
tolls,  but  insisted  that  the  other  monies,  having  been 

C4  lea 
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184fO*       left  in  the  hands  of  the  treasurer,  and  appropriated 
^fT^^"^^    to  the  payment  of  the  Plamtiff,  the  Defendants  were 
9.  not  now  bound  again  to  pay  the  same ;  they  objectea 

Bboom.  ^^  ^|j^  Plaintiff,  by  his  laches,  had  deprived  himself 
of  hb  remedy,  and  insisted  on  the  benefit  of  the 
Statute  of  Limitations.  The  first  objection  was,  how- 
ever, abandoned  at  the  hearing. 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Loftus  Laomdesj  for  the 
Plainti£^'  contended  that  the  Satute  of  Limitatbns,  S  & 
4  W.  4.  c.  2T.  did  not  apply  to  turnpike  tolls ;  that  al- 
though the  fortynsecond  section  enacted  that  no  arrears 
of  interest  in  respect  of  any  sum  charged  upon  any  land 
or  rerU  should  be  recovered  by  suit,  but  within  six 
years  after  the  same  should  become  due,  yet  by  the  first 
section  of  the  act,  the  meaning  of  the  word  land  was 
limited  ^'  to  all  manors,  messuages,  and  all  other  corpo- 
real hereditaments  whatsoever,  and  also  to  tithes  (other 
than  tithes  belonging  to  a  spiritual  or  eleemosynary 
corporation  sole),  and  also  to  any  share,  estate,  or  in- 
terest in  them ;"  that  consequently  tolls  which  were  in- 
corporeal hereditaments  were  not  included  in  the  act, 
and  that  the  security  being  by  deed  was  not  barred  by 
this  or  any  other  statute.  The  only  other  way  of  bar- 
ring the  demand  would  be  by  presumption,  but  here 
the  amount  was  admitted  to  be  due ;  they  cited  Doe 
V.  Booth  (a\  Fairtitle  v.  Gilbert  (ft),  DumviUe  v.  Ask^ 
brooke  (c),  Knapp  v.  WiUiams.  (d) 

Mr.  C.  P.  Cooper  and  Mr.  Dixon^  contrdj  contended 
that  the  Plaintiff  ought  to  have  proceeded  at  law  under 
the  General  Turnpike  Act,  3  G.4.  c.  126.  j5.47,  48, 
49.  That  the  recent  Statute  of  Limitations  included 
interest  due  on  land;  that  turnpike  roads  were  in- 
cluded 

(a)  8  Bos.  4*  P.  219.  (r)  3  Rust.  98.  tu 

{b)  2  Term  Rep.  169  [d)  4  Vet,  429.  n. 
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daded  in  that  term,  and  turnpike  tolls  had  always  been        1840. 
held  to  be  an  interest  in  land  under  the  Mortmain  act.  k 
That  the  claim,  therefore  was  barred,  or  at  least  pay- 
ment ought  to  be  now  presumed.      Bridges  v.  MiU 
eheU{a)^  Foster  v.  Hodgson  (ft),  Christophers  y.  Sparke  (c). 

That  as  the  Plaintiff  was  only  to  take  the  tolls  pari 
passu  with  the  other  mortgagees  of  the  tolls,  they  were 
necessary  parties,  and  not  being  before  the  court,  the 
suit  was  defective  and  could  not  proceed. 

Mr.  L.  Lowndes  in  reply. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls.  •^"4'  •• 

This  bill  is  filed  by  the  legal  personal  representatives 
o{  Joseph  Mettish  deceased,  to  recover  what  is  alleged  to 
be  due  for  principal  and  interest  on  a  turnpike  road 
security  for  the  sum  of  600^  which  was  lent  in  the 
year  1782.  The  trustees  of  the  road,  admitting  the 
principal  and  some  interest  to  be  due,  in  the  month  of 
November  18S4,  paid  off  the  sum  of  150/.  part  of  the 
principal,  and  tendered  payment  of  210/.  in  satisfaction 
of  the  arrears  of  interest  then  due;  the  Plaintiff,  alleg- 
ing that  more  than  that  sum  was  due  for  interest,  refused 
to  accept  it  in  satisfaction,  and,  in  February  1836,  filed 
the  present  bill. 

The  I)efendant  does  not  by  his  answer  deny  the 
Plaintiff's  right  to  receive  the  remainder  of  his  prin- 
cipal money,  and  he  again  offers  to  pay  the  sum  of 
210/.  before  tendered,  for  interest,  but  he  insists  that 
the  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  no  more,  on  the  ground  as 
stated  in  the  answer,  that  on  payment  of  that  sum  the 
Haintiff  would  be  placed  on  the  same  terms  and  footing 

as 

(fl)  Bunb.  217.  (c)  2  Jac.  ^  W,  225. 
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1840.  as  the  other  persons  who  have  advanced  money  on  the 
security  of  the  same  tolls ;  and  he  also  insists  on  the 
benefit  of  the  Statute  of  Limitations,  and  that  thereby, 
and  by  his  own  laches,  the  Plaintiff  is  barred  from  pro- 
secuting any  claim  for  a  greater  amount  of  interest  than 
has  been  tendered  to  him. 

These  being  the  defences  in  the  answer,  the  Defend- 
ant has  by  his  counsel  at  the  bar  insisted,  that  having 
regard  to  the  nature  of  the  security,  the  Plaintiff  is  not 
entitled  to  any  relief  in  equity,  or  at  least  to  any  such 
relief  as  is  sought  by  this  bill,  in  the  absence  of  all 
other  parties  having  claims  upon  the  tolls. 

It  would  seem,  that  for  many  years  after  the  date  of 
the  security,  sums  of  money,  occasionally  less  than  the 
amount  of  legal  interest,  were  paid  to  Joseph  Mellish  in 
his  lifetime,  and  after  his  death  to  his  representatives, 
but  for  a  considerable  time  before  the  month  of  April 
1882,  no  payment  had  been  made;  and  there  beings  as 
was  alleged,  much  uncertainty  in  the  afibirs  of  the  trust, 
the  trustees  called  on  the  Plaintiff  to  produce  the  securi- 
ties he  held.  This  communication  gave  occasion  to  the 
discussion  which  ultimately  led  to  this  suit,  the  Plaintiff 
insisting  that  he  is  entitled  to  all  the  arrears  of  interest 
which  have  accrued  due  and  remain  unpaid  for  any 
time,  however  remote,  and  the  trustees  insisting  that 
the  Plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  ask  for  more  than  the 
other  mortgagees  had  received,  or  for  a  greater  arrear 
than  was  tendered  to  him. 

In  the  correspondence  between  the  parties,  it  seemS| 
to  have  been  considered  by  the  trustees,  that'  their 
orders  upon  their  treasurer  to  pay  what  was  due  to  the 
mortgagees  ought  to  be  deemed  an  appropriation  bind- 
ing upon  the  mortgagees,  but  in  the  argument  it  was 
properly  admitted  that  this  could  not  be  sustained,  and 

that 
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that  in  bet  the  interest  had  not  been  fully  paid,  and        1840. 
the  defence  was  rested  upon  the  form  of  the  suit  and 
upon  the  Statute  of  Limitations,  (a) 

As  to  the  form  of  the  suit,  it  is  to  be  observed,  that 
the  tolb  which  are  collected  under  the  acts,  are  the 
security  to  which  the  Plaintiff  and  all  other  persons 
who  have  lent  money  on  the  credit  of  the  acts  are 
entitled ;  that  the  Plaintiff  is  one  of  several,  and  is 
entitled  to  the  benefit  of  only  a  share  of  the  tolls, 
namely,  a  share  bearing  such  proportion  to  the  whole 
as  the  amount  due  to  him  bears  to  the  aggregate 
amount  of  all  the  other  sums  borrowed  on  the  credit  of 
the  tolls,  and  the  question  is,  whether  the  Plaintifl^  in 
the  absence  of  the  other  mortgagees,  can  sue  alone  for 
his  share.  He  asks  to  be  paid  what  is  due  to  him  out 
of  the  monies  received  or  to  be  received  under  the 
acts  of  parliament,  and  that  a  receiver  of  the  same  may 
be  appointed ;  but  the  other  mortgagees  are  interested 
in  those  monies,  and  the  Plaintiff  cannot  be  paid  in  full 
without  diminishing  the  fund  out  of  which  they  are 
entitled  to  be  paid,  and  under  these  circumstances,  I 
am  of  opinion,  that  in  this  form  of  suit  the  Plaintiff  is 
not  entitled  to  the  general  relief  which  he  prays,  or  to 
more  than  the  Defendants  have  by  their  answer  offered 
to  give  him;  the  objection,  however,  is  such  that  it 
might  have  been  taken  by  demurrer,  and  it  does  in  fact 
amount  to  little  more  than  an  objection  for  want  of 
parties ;  and  under  the  circumstances  I  have  thought  it 
right  to  consider  whether  the  Plaintiff's  claim  to  more 
than  six  years'  arrear  of  interest  is  barred  by  the  statute 
of  limitations. 

The  Plaintiff  holds  as  a  security  for  the  sum  due  to 
him  a  share  of  the  tolls  of  a  turnpike  road,  and  the 

*  question 
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1840.  question  is,  whether  such  tolls  can  come  within  the 
meaning  of  the  word  land  as  defined  by  the  act  of 
S  &  4  ^.  4.  c.  27. ;  if  they  do,  then  the  security  of  the 
Plaintiff,  and  the  money  due  thereon,  are  within  the  pro- 
visions of  the  fortieth  and  forty-second  clauses  of  the  act, 
and  the  Plaintiff  is  only  entitled  to  recover  arrears  of 
interest  for  six  years ;  but  if  such  tolls  do  not  fall  within 
the  meaning  of  the  word  land  as  defined  in  the  statute, 
the  Plaintiff  may  recover  what  is  due,  notwithstanding 
the  length  of  time  which  has  elapsed. 

Now  by  the  first  section  of  the  act,  it  is  directed  that 
the  word  land  shall  extend  to  manors,  messuages,  and 
all  other  corporeal  hereditaments  whatsoever,  and  also 
to  tithes  (other  than  tithes  belonging  to  a  spiritual  or 
eleemosynary  corporation  sole) ;  and  also  to  any  share, 
estate,  or  interest  in  them  or  any  of  them ;  and  it  does 
not  appear  to  me  that  the  word  land^  either  in  its  usual 
and  proper  meaning  independently  of  the  act,  or  ac- 
cording to  the  extended  meaning  directed  by  the  act, 
can  be  held  to  mean  the  tolls  payable  for  the  use  made 
of  a  turnpike  road ;  and  I  therefore  conceive  that  the 
Plaintiff's  demand  is  not  barred  by  the  statute. 

The  case,  therefore,  appears  to  me  to  be  in  this  situ- 
ation, that  the  Plaintiff  has  asked  and  may  be  entitled  to 
more  than  can  be  given  to  him  in  the  present  state  of  the 
record ;  but  the  Defendant  in  his  answer  states  that  the 
Plaintiff  has  been  tendered  the  whole  amount  of  interest 
now  due  to  him  as  mortgagee;  and  that  the  Defendant 
is  willing,  and  offers  to  pay  him  the  sum  so  tendered, 
llie  sum  thus  referred  to  is  210/.,  being  much  less  than 
the  Plaintiff  claims. 

Under  these  circumstances  and  upon  this  admission, 
I  think  that  the  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  a  decree  for  pay- 
ment 
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ment  of  the  SlOJl,  as  for  the  arrears  of  interest  due  on 
the  S4th  otNaoeniber  ISSi,  but  on  the  present  state  of 
the  record  nothing  more  can  be  done. 

The  Plaintiff  may  take  a  decree  for  SIOL  without 
costs,  or  have  his  bill  dismissed  with  costs,  without  pre- 
judice to  his  filing  a  new  bill,  (a) 

(a)  The  Plaintiif  elected  to  take  the  limited  decree. 


29 


1840. 


The  ATTORNEY-GENERAL  v.  The  COOPERS* 
Company. 


May  7. 
June  18. 


^HIS  was   an  information  filed  by  the  Attorney-  Whereates- 
General  upon  the  certificate  of  the  charity  com-  J^^jarefan^ 
missioners,  and  it  prayed  a  declaration  that  the  property  intention  of 

'^     "^  .J   devoting  the 

menUonea  whole  income 
of  a  property 
to  charitable  purposes,  then,  although  he  does  not,  in  specifically  directing  the  ap- 
plication of  portions  of  it,  exhaust  the  whole  income,  still  the  general  intention  that 
the  whole  shall  be  applied  to  charitable  purposes  will  prevail ;  and  on  the  other  hand, 
although  he  does  not  make  any  such  general  declaration  of  devoting  the  whole  to 
charity,  but  gives  each  and  every  portion  of  the  whole  income  at  the  time  to  some 
charitable  purpose,  and  by  that  means  exhausts  the  whole,  then,  if  the  income 
should  afterwards  increase,  the  increase  will  also  be  applicable  to  the  charitable 
purposes. 

A  testator  devised  a  house  to  the  Coopers*  Company,  upon  condition,  and  to  th^ 
use,  intent,  and  purposes  of  maintaining,  augmenting,  and  supporting  a  school  at  /?., 
lately  erected,  and  the  same  rent  which  he  represented  to  be  111,  should  be  be- 
stowed in  manner  following.  He  then  gave  different  sums  to  different  objects, 
amounting  in  the  whole  to  8/.,  and  amongst  them  St,  to  the  Coopers'  Company, 
and  then  gave  3/.,  which  he  represented  as  that  which  remained  ungiven,  to  the 
Coopers*  Company,  to  put  in  their  common  box,  towards  the  repair  of  the  house 
when  need  be ;  and  if  the  house  should  fall  into  decay  by  sudden  misfortune, 
whereby  no  rent  should  be  made,  then  the  legacies  to  stay  until  it  should  be  mnde 
tenantable,  which  he  trusted  the  company  would  do  within  two  years,  and  when 
tenantable,  the  company  to  go  on  with  his  will.  "  to  avoid  the  penalty  and  danger 
which  followeth.'*  He  then  gave  the  house  over  beneficially  to  the  Grocers'  Com- 
pny  if  the  Coopers'  did  not  bestow  the  8/.  as  he  willed  them  to  do.  The  rents 
ucreased  to  75L 

Held,  that  all  the  objects  of  the  testator*s  bounty  were  entitled  to  participate  in 
the  increased  rents,  and  that  the  Coopers'  Company  took  the  three  elevenths  bene- 
ficially, subject  to  the  repairs. 


so 
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mendoned  in  the  infimnation  was  held  by  die  Coopers' 
Company  for  charitable  purposes  only,  and  not  for  thdr 
own  use  and  benefit^  and  that  the  whole  of  the  rents 
ought  to  be  applied  to  the  several  charitable  purposes 
in  the  will  of  the  testator  directed,  and  to  the  repair  of 
the  said  premises,  and  for  an  account  of  the  rents  and  a 
scheme  for  the  future  regulation  of  the  charity. 


The  testator  Henry  Cloker  by  his  will,  dated  m  157S, 
gave  the  whole  rents  of  hb  house  called  the  Skip  to  his 
wife  for  life,  and  proceeded  in  these  terms ;  and  ^  after 
her  decease,  then  I  will  the  said  houses  unto  the  master 
wardens  of  the  company  of  the  Coopers^  and  they  to  put 
it  to  the  same  use  as  hereafter  foUoweth ;  that  ist  I  will 
the  said  houses  called  the  Ship^  wherein  now  dwelleth 
Robert  Wythens  and  Godfrey  Wilson  unto  the  master 
wardens  of  the  Company  of  Coopers,  after  the  decease  of 
my  wife,  upon  this  condition,  and  to  this  use,  intent,  and 
purpose,  that  is  to  the  maintenance,  augmentation,  and 
upholding  of  the  school-house  of  Batdiffi  late  erected 
by  Nicholas  Gibson^  grocer,  and  the  same  rent  of  the 
aforesaid  houses  called  the  Ship^  which  is  now  rented 
at  11/.  by  the  year,  the  which  money  and  rent  my  mind 
and  will  is,  now  as  then  and  then  as  now,  shall  be  be* 
stowed  in  manner  and  form  following;''  he  then  pro- 
ceeded to  give  8/.  out  of  the  1  \L  in  small  sums  and  in 
different  ways,  and  amongst  them  5&  yearly  out  of  the 
rents  to  the  master  wardens  of  the  Cooperi  Company,  to 
be  equally  divided  among  them ;  he  afterwards  recapitu- 
lated the  preceding  gifts  in  the  following  terms  :  "  The 
sum  of  all  the  money  which  I  do  will  yearly  to  be 
given  by  the  master  wardens  of  the  Company  of  Coopers 
out  of  the  rent  that  cometh  out  of  the  houses  called  the 
Ship  aforesaid,  that  is  to  the  schoolmaster  of  Ratcliff 
SL  6s.  Bd.  To  the  usher  1/.  ISs.  4i.,  to  the  master  war- 
dens of  the  Company  of  Grocers  405.,  for  a  sermon  65., 

to 
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to  the  parson  at  Si.  MichaeVs  I2d.j  to  the  church- 
wardens 25.,  to  the  clerk  and  beadle  of  the  Grocers  2s^ 
to  the  clerk  and  beadle  of  the  Coopers  2$, ;  to  a  car- 
penter appointed  by  the  master  wardens  of  the  Grocers 
^^  and  to  the  master  wardens  of  the  Coopers  Bs.  The 
sum  of  all  is  8/.,  so  that  there  remain  ungiven  of  the  whole 
rent  of  the  same  houses  S^  The  which  SL  I  give  unto 
the  master  wardens  of  thd  Company  of  Coopers  to  put 
into  their  common  box  of  the  said  company  towards  the 
reparations  of  the  aforesaid  houses  ^vhen  need  shall  be, 
and  further  my  very  mind  and  will  i&f,  as  now  as  then 
and  then  as  now,  that  if  the  said  houses  given  to  the 
master  wardens  of  the  Company  of  Coopers  shall  so  far 
fidi  into  decay  by  sudden  misfortune  (as  God  defend), 
i^reby  no  rent  may  be  made  of  them  to  perform  my 
legacies  by  them  to  be  done,  then  my  ve^ry  will  and 
mmd  is,  now  as  then  and  then  as  now,  that  the  legacies 
iNiien  such  chance  shall  fall  (as  God  defend)^  shall  stay 
until  such  time  as  they  may  be  made  tenantab^^e,  which 
I  trust  they  will  do  with  speed  at  the  furthes%t  within 
two  years  and  no  further  prolonged,  then  the  saio^  hous- 
ing being  made  tenantable,  my  very  will  and  mind  is, 
that  the  master  wardens  of  the  Company  of  Coopers 
shall  go  forward  with  this  my  will  as  I  first  made  and 
set  order  in  the  same  as  my  sure  trust  is  in  them,  .as 
they  will  avoid  the  danger  and  penalty  that  followetb ; 
that  is  my  mind  and  will  is,  as  now  as  then  and  then  as 
now,  that  if  the  master  wardens  of  the  Company  of 
Coopers  do  not  bestow  the  8/.  in  manner  and  form,  in 
part  or  in  aU,  as  I  willed  them  to  do  in  this  my  will, 
and  suffereth  and  neglecteth  my  legacies  to  be  done  ill 
part,  or  in  all  by  the  space  of  one  whole  year  after  the- 
first  view  and  warning  given  unto  them  to  be  done,  and 
leaveth  it  undone  and  no  reasonable  cause  to  the  con- 
trary, that  then  my  very  will  and  mind  is,  as  now  as 

then 
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then  and  then  as  now,  that  the  master  wardens  of  the 
Company  of  Grocers  shall  enter  upon  said  houses  and 
ground  called  the  Ship;  and  they  to  repulse  and  put 
out  forth  the  master  wardens  of  the  Company  of  Coopers 
for  ever;  and  the  master  wardens  of  the  company  of 
Ghrocers  to  enjoy  them,  and  have  them  for  ever,  and 
do  with  it  as  shall  seem  good  to  them,  and  to  do  and 
use  them  as  they  do  with  any  lands  belonging  unto 
them.'* 


The  rents  of  (he  property  had  increased  and  now 
amounted  to  75/.  a  year,  and  the  questions  were  first, 
whether  after  paying  the  specific  sums  given  to  the  other 
charitable  objects  to  the  extent  of  8/.  a  year,  the  com- 
pany were  or  not  entitled  to  the  surplus  beneficially ;  and 
secondly,  v/hether  after  providing  for  the  repairs,  the 
company  v/ere  entitled  beneficially  to  the  surplus  or  took 
it  subject  to  the  charitable  trusts. 

Mr.  JPemberton  and  Mr.  Blunts  in  support  of  the  in- 
ibrmat'ion,  contended  that  the  intention  of  the  testator 
was  to  devote  the  whole  income  to  charity,  and  conse- 
quen  Uy  that  the  whole  increased  rents  were  applicable  to 
that  purpose ;  that  the  Coopers'  Company  took  nothing 
beneficially;  and  that,  at  all  events,  each  charity  was 
entitled  to  a  proportionate  increase  of  the  sums  named 
in  the  will;  The  Attoimey-General  v.  Hie  Merceri 
Company  (a). 

Mr.  C  P.  Cooper^  Mr.  Hubhack^  and  Mr.  Norie^  con^ 
Vri^  contended  that  the  several  payments  comprising 
the  8/.  annually  were  fixed  payments,  which  were  not  to 
receive  any  increase  on  an  improvement  taking  place  in 
the  rental ;  and  that  the  company,  upon  keeping  the 

property 
{a)  S  JBH.y,S.  178. 
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property  in  repairi  were  entitled  beneficially  to  the 
whole  surplus.  That  the  use  of  the  word  legacies^  the 
direction  to  put  into  the  common  box,  and  the  clause 
of  forfeiture  all  shewed  that  the  company  took  bene- 
ficially: in  The  Aitortiey^General  v.  The  Cordwaineri 
Company  (a)  a  similar  condition  of  forfeiture  was  held  to 
entitle  the  company  beneficially.  ^ 


1840. 


The  following  cases  were  cited  or  referred  to  in 
argument :— •  Thetford  School  Case  (6),  Danoers  v.  Man^ 
rung  (c),  2^he  Attomey^General  v.  Corporation  of  Bris'* 
tol  {d)^  The  Attametf^General  v.  Brazen  Nose  College  {e)^ 
The  Aitomey''General  v.  Catherine  Hall  (g).  Attorney^ 
General  v.  Smythies  {h).  The  Attomey-General  v.  The 
Skinner^  Company  (i),  Shepherd  v.  TheMayor  of  Bris" 
tol  (k)f  Jordmis  Charity  (/),  Attomey^General  v.  John^ 
son  {m)y  and  as  to  the  effect  of  long  usage,  Attorneys 
General  v.  Caius  Collie,  (n) 

Mr.  Bacon,  for  the  Grocers'  Company,  submitted  to 
the  decree  of  the  Court. 

Mr.  Pembertofi,  in  reply. 


TJie  Master  of  the  Rolls  (at  the  conclusion  of  the 
argument  observed),  there  is  no  dispute  as  to  the  prin- 
ciples on  which  the  Court  acts  in  cases  of  this  kind, 
and  which  have,  I  conceive,  been  very  properly  and 
•  accurately 


(a)  3  Aiy.if  J:.534. 
{h)  Coke  Rep,  8.  150.  b, 
{e)  9  ».  C.  C.  18. 
(</}  Z  Mad.  519.;  and  2Jac,i 
W.  294. 
(tf)  SC5f.«JJP.295. 
Oj)  Jflco*,38l. 

Vol.  III. 


(A)  2/?iiw.iJ' Jlfy.717. 
(t)   5. Vim. 596. 
\k)  3  Mad.  320. 
(/}  S  Sim,  571.;  and  1  M^.  i 
jr.  416. 

(m)  AmbUr,\9Q. 
(n)  2  Kcen^  150. 
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accurately  stated  at  the  bar ;  that  if  the  testator  clearly 
declares  an  intentioai  of  devoting  the  whole  income  of  a 
property  to  charitable  purposes,  theni  although  he 
does  not,  in  specifically  directing  the  application  of 
portions  of  it,  exhaust  the  whole  income,  still  the  general 
intention  that  the  whole  shall  be  applied  to  charitable 
purposes  will  prevail ;  and  on  the  other  hand,  although 
he  does  not  make  any  such  general  declaration  of  de- 
voting the  whole  to  charity,  but  gives  each  and  every 
portion  of  the  whde  income  at  the  time,  to  some  chari- 
table purposes,  and  by  that  means  exhausts  the  whole, 
then,  if  the  income  should  afterwards  increase^  the  in-* 
crease  will  also  be  applicable  to  charitable  purposes. 
Tliose  are  general  rules  which  have  been  adc^ted. 


With  respect  to  the  clause^  which  has  been  very  much 
relied  on  in  this  case,  as  to  the  pain,  danger,  and  penalty 
which  was  to  follow,  if  the  Coopers'  Company  n^lected 
to  do  the  repairs,  or  to  make  the  payments,  namely 
that  then  the  master  wardens  of  the  Company  of 
Grocers  were  to  enter  and  expel  them,  it  must  be  ob- 
served, that  although  a  pain  and  penalty,  by  the  terms 
of  it,  certainly  implies  some  loss  to  the  *party  who  suffers 
it,  and  may  be  the  loss  of  a  beneficial  interest  as  seems 
to  have  been  decided  by  Sir  John  Leach  in  the  Case  of 
the  Cordnsoaineri  Company^  yet  this  testator  might  very 
probably  have  considered  it  a  pain  and  penalty  to  take 
from  the  company  the  management  of  this  property; 
whether  I  ought  so  to  consider  it,  must,  I  think,  depend 
on  a  very  careful  examination  of  the  case  of  the  Cord- 
wainers'  Company. 

I  confess  the  case  is  very  far  from  being  free  from 
doubt ;  and  I  shall  give  my  opinion  upon  it  in  a  day 
or  two. 


The 
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ne  Master  ^the  Bolls. 

This  information  prap  a  declaration  that  the  property 
in  question  is  vested  in  the  company,  and  held  by  them 
for  charitable  purposes  only. 

Upon  a  consideration  of  the  will  of  the  testator, 
Henry  Cloker^  it  appears  to  me  that  a  declaration  to 
that  efiect  cannot  be  made,  and  that  the  Defendants  are 
entitled  to  a  beneficial  interest  in  the  property;  for, 
although  the  testator  has  said  that  he  devised  the  pro- 
perty to  the  Coopers'  Company,  *'  upon  this  condition, 
and  to  this  use,  intent,  and  purpose^  that  is,  the  main- 
tenance, augmentation,  and  upholding  of  the  school  at 
Batdiff;^  yet  he  has  afterwards  directed  the  temporary 
Implication  of  a  portion  of  the  rent  to  a  different  pur- 
pose, and  has  shewn  an  intention  to  connect  the  per- 
formance of  the  trust  with  the  pecuniary  interest  of  the 
persons  who  were  to  perform* them;  and  having  given 
S/L,  which  he  describes  as  what  remains  ungiven  of  the 
whole  rent  of  the  property,  to  the  Coopers'  Company, 
to  put  into  the  common  box  of  the  company,  towards 
the  reparations  of  the  property  when  need  should  be,  he 
has  imposed  a  penalty  or  forfeiture  on  the  company  in 
de&ult  of  their  applying  the  other  parts  of  the  rent  as 
he  had  willed.  Under  these  circumstance,  I  think  that 
the  company  took  a  beneficial  interest  in  the  property ; 
and  considering  that  at  the  date  of  the  will  the  whole 
rent  was  11/.,  and  observing  the  mode,  in  which  the 
testator  has  divided  the  whole  sum,  and  given  specific 
sums  for  specific  purposes,  which,  together,  constitute 
the  whole  sum,  I  think  that  he  must  be  considered  to 
have  meant  an  apportionment  of  the  whole;  and  it 
therefore  appears  to  me  that  the  Defendants,  although 
entitled  to  a  beneficial  interest,  are  not  entitled  to  an 
indefinite  xx  unascertained  residue,  but  only  to  three 
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elevenths  of  the  whole  residue  subject  to  the  repairs, 
and  that  they  are  trustees  of  the  remaining  eight 
elevenths  for  tlie  charity. 


Affirmed,  August  4th,  1841. 
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PAGE  V.  BROOM. 

TN  this  case,  the  Plaintiff  had  been  declared  en* 
titled  to  tlie  specific  performance  of  an  agreement 
for  a  lease  against  parties  claiming  under  the  intended 
lessors,  and  who  respectively  filled  the  characters  of  heir 
^^  ^? .  and  bankrupt  assignees,  and  the  question  was,  whether 
such  assignees  and  heir  were  bound  to  enter  into  any 
other  covenants  with  the  lessee,  than  the  usual  trustee 
covenant  that  they  had  not  incumbered. 

The  circumstances  under  which  the  question  arose 
were  as  follows,  {a) 


In  Jwie  1806;  Thomas  Willows  was  entitled  in  fee  to 
Saville  House  and  its  appurtenants,  in  Leicester  Square^ 
an  heir  at  law,  subject  to  a  conveyance   thereof  previously  made   to 
iMlecrerfw-™   Bobinson  and   Townes  for  securing  the  repayment  of 
6000/.  to  Thomas  Wright^  and  subject  to  such  payment 

on 


specific  per- 
formance was 
made:  Held 
that  receiving 
the  benefit  ot' 
the  lessee's 
special  cove- 
nants the  assignees  and  heir  were  themselves  bound,  to  the  extent  of  their  interest 

in  the ""*  "-**"  "^"^ '"' .- ^u:-i.  ^u-   —:_!—•  ? .    . 

lessors 


(a)  See  the  case  as  reported  in  4  Rws.  6.;  27Ziim.  4>  Jlf.  214. ;  and 
4  Clark  4*  J^fii.  599» 


{>ropcrtyy  to  enter  into  the  special  covenants  which  the  original  intended 
lad  coi  tracted  to  enter  into. 
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OD  trust  to  convey  the  same  to  Thomas  WilloxM  and  his       1840. 
heirs. 


In  the  month  of  June  1806 j  the  mortgage  was  paid 
off  as  to  SOOO/.9  one  moiety  thereof  by  Miss  Unwood^ 
and  as  to  the  other  moiety  by  John  Broom  and  Herbert 
Broom  ;  and  by  deeds  dated  the  26th  and  27th  days  of 
June  1806,  the  legal  estate  was  conveyed  by  Bobinson 
and  Towne$  to  Bichard  Samuel  White  and  Bichard 
Bosser^  who  became  the  trustees  thereof  to  secure  the 
payment  of  SOOO/.  and  .interest  to  Miss  Linwood^  the 
sum  of  1500/.  to  John  Broom^  and  the  further  sum  of 
1500/.  to  Herbert  Broom ;  the  equity  of  redemption 
remained  vested  in  Thomas  WiUam  in  fee. 

At  this  time  an  agreement  was  made  between  Thomas 
WillawSf  the  mortgagor,  and  Miss  Linxioood  and  the  two 
Brooms,  his  mortgagees,  that  Miss  Linwood  should 
occupy  a  portion  of  the  property  as  an  exhibition  room, 
and  that  another  portion  of  the  property  should  be 
demised  to  and  occupied  by  the  Brooms  as  carpet 
dealers;  and  many  alterations  of  the  premises  being 
required,  the  Plaintiff  was  requested  and  he  agreed  to 
perform  the  various  works,  on  terms  which  were  ex- 
pressed in  certain  articles  of  agreement,  dated  the  27th 
of  June  1806;  and  by  these  articles,  and  in  consider- 
ation of  Pag^s  covenants  and  agreements,  WiUawSf 
Miss  Linwood,  and  the  Brooms,  with  the  approbation 
of  White  and  ftosser  the  trustees,  ogreed  with  Page  that 
they  would,  as  soon  as  the  buildings  therein  mentioned 
should  be  erected,  execute  to  Page  a  lease  of  a  part  of 
the  property,  subject  to  the  reservations  therein  men- 
tioned, to  hold  for  forty-nine  years  from  the  29th  of 
September  then  next  at  a  rent  of  405;  payable  to  White 
and  Bosser;  and  it  was  agreed  that  the  lease  should 
contain  covenants  on  the  part  of  Wiflows  for  quiet  en- 

D  3  joyment 
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1840.  ^  jo3rment  and  insurance;  and  that  the  top  of  the  roof  of 
any  buildings,  to  be  built  opposite  to  the  lights  of  the 
building  to  be  erected  as  therein  mentioned,  should  not 
be  raised  higher  than  ten  feet  below  the  top  of  the 
ceiling  of  such  last-mentioned  buildings;  and  that  no 
erection  or  roof  should,  during  the  term,  be  erected  that 
should  approach  nearer  than  twenty  feet  to  the  building 
thereby  agreed  to  be  erected.  The  agreement  pro- 
vided several  other  special  covenants  to  be  entered  into 
by  Willows  for  the  purpose  of  securing  to  the  other 
parties  the  accommodation  and  advantages  which  they 
required,  and  Page  agreed  to  execute  the  works  therein 
mentioned  on  the  terms  set  forth;  and  by  the  same 
agreement.  Page  agreed  that  when  the  lease  to  him 
should  be  executed,  he  would  grant  to  Miss  Ldnwood  a 
lease  of  the  rooms  and  apartment  which  she  was  to  have, 
for  forty-eight  years  and  three  quarters,  wanting  ten 
days,  from  the  25th  of  December  then  next,  at  the 
yearly  rent  of  250/.,  and  subject  to  the  stipulations 
therein  mentioned ;  and  that  he  would  grant  to  WiUam 
a  lease  of  the  other  part  of  the  premises  at  the  rent  of 

A  lease  of  a  part  of  the  premises  was  afterwards 
granted  to  the  two  Brooms  for  forty-nine  years  and  a 
half,  from  the  27th  of  June  1806,  at  a  rent  of  S75/., 
payable  to  WTiite  and  Bosser  till  the  mortgage  of  6000£. 
should  be  paid  off,  and  afterwards  to  Wtlbnos.  By 
another  deed  of  the  20th  of  September  1806,  White  and 
Rosser  were  appointed  receivers  of  the  rents  of  the  pre- 
mises, on  trust  to  pay  taxes,  the  interest  of  the  mort- 
gage of  6000/.,  and  the  interest  on  other  incumbrances, 
and  the  costs  of  the  trustees,  and  to  apply  any  surplus 
in  reduction  of  the  mortgages. 

Mr. 
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Mr.  Page  executed  the  works  which  he  agreed  to  1840. 
execute,  with  variations  required  by  the  parties  and  by 
the  agreement  of  the  27th  of  Jufie  1806 :  and  certain 
indentures  dated  the  SOth  of  September  1806,  and  26th 
o{  November  1807  were  executed,  whereby  the  premises 
were  charged  with  an  annuity  of  400/.  by  means  of 
directions  given  by  WiUaaiS  to  White  and  Bcsser  to  pay 
the  same  to  the  Plauitiff,  and  in  the  year  1808  Mr. 
Page  became  entitled  to  a  still  further  security. 

One  part  of  the  premises  being  under  lease  to  the  two 
Brooms^  was  in  their  possession  till  they  took  one  Harris 
into  partnership  with  them,  and  from  that  time  the  two 
Brooms  and  Harris  were  in  possession.  Another  part 
of  the  premises  was  intended  to  be  leased  by  the  Plain- 
tiff to  Miss  Linwood,  at  a  rent  of  250/.  for  the  same, 
and  after  the  month  of  November  1808,  a  further  part  of 
the  premises  was  occupied  by  her.  The  remainder  of 
the  premises  was  intended  to  be  leased  by  the  Plaintiff 
to  JVUkmSj  at  the  rent  of  200/.  per  annum.  WiUaws 
was  in  possession  till  June  1808,  when  he  delivered 
possession  to  the  two  Brooms  and  Harris. 

'Mir.  Page  having  completed  all  the  works,  in  1809 
the  drafts  of  the  several  leases  required  for  the  execution 
of  the  subsisting  agreements  were  prepared  and  agreed 
to. 

By  the  draft  of  the  intended  lease  to  Page,  Richard 
Samuel  Jfhite  and  Richard  Rosser,  Thomas  Willows, 
Jdanf  LimDOod,  John  Broom  and  Herbert  Broom  were 
made  parties  of  the  one  part,  and  Page,  the  intended 
lessee,  was  the  only  party  of  the  other  part;  and  it  was 
proposed  to  be  witnessed  that  a  lease  of  the  premises  other 
than  those  demised  by  the  Brooms,  was  granted  to  the 
Plaintiff  for  forty-eight  years,  from  the  29th  of  Sfp- 

D  4«  tember 
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iember  1807i  at  the  rent  of  40s.,  and  subject  to  the 
several  covenants  therein  mentioned  to  be  on  bis  part 
performed,  and  covenants  were  inserted  by  White 
and  Bosser  that  they  had  done  no  act  to  incumber^ 
and  by  Willams  that  he  and  White  and  Bosser^  or  one 
of  them,  would  pay  all  rates  and  taxes,  except  as 
therein  mentioned;  and  also  that  he  and  White  and 
Sosser  would  repair  the  main  walls  and  roofs,  and  also 
that  he  would  insure  the  buildings,  and  rebuild  the 
same  if  burnt;  and  further,  that  the  top  or  highest  line 
of  the  roof  of  any  buildings  which  might  thereafter  be 
built  opposite  to  the  lights  of  the  buildings  thereby 
demised  should  not  be  raised  higher  than  to  a  line  of 
ten  feet  below  the  top  of  the  ceiling  of  the  demised 
buildings  and  rooms,  and  that  no  wall  or  building 
should  be  made  by  Willoxos  on  the  ground  so  as  to  rise 
or  approach  nearer  to  the  walls  of  the  demised  build- 
ings than  at  the  distance  of  twenty  feet  from  the  same, 
without  the  special  licence  of  Page,  and  Willcws  was  to 
enter  into  other  covenants  respecting  the  occupation  of 
the  premises  and  the  right  of  way.  The  draft  also  pro- 
vided covenants  by  WillowSf  Miss  Limcood,  and  the 
Brooms  for  quiet  enjoyment,  further  assurance  and  the 
production  of  deeds. 

Though  the  draft  of  the  lease  was  approved,  the  lease 
was  not  executed. 

Thomas  WiUam  died  intestate  in  the  year  1813, 
leaving  John  Willows  his  heir;  and  in  1814  Jofin  Wil^ 
loves  sold  the  equity  of  redemption  to  John  Broom,  Her^ 
bert  Broom,  and  John  Harris,  and  by  indentures,  dated 
the  SOth  and  Slst  days  of  December  1814,  for  the  con- 
siderations therein  mentioned,  the  equity  of  redemption 
was  conveyed  to  Davy,  in  trust  for  John  Broom,  Her^ 
bert  Broom,  and  John  Harris,  as  tenants  in  common, 

subject 
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sabject  to  all  mortgagesi  and  to  all  leases  and  agree-    ^  1840. 
ments  for  leases  made  by  Thomas  WiUaws^  and  then 
subsisting. 

In  April  1815  Herberi  Broom  died  intestate,  leaving 
his  son  Herbert  his  heir,  and  his  widow  Rebecca  Broom 
became  bis  legal  personal  representative. 

In  May  1817  the  trustee  Whiie  died,  leaving  Bosser  ' 
his  co-trustee  him  surviving;  and  in  1818  the  Plaintiff 
filed  his  bill  for  a  specific  performance  of  the  agree- 
ments which  he  bad  entered  into. 

In  October  1820  Harris  conveyed  his  one  third  part 
of  the  equity  of  redemption  to  John  Broom. 

By  the  decree,  whiqh  was  pronounced  on  tlie  26th  of 
November  1827,  it  was  declared  that  the  Plaintiff  was 
entitled  to  have  the  lease  to  him,  the  two  several 
leases  from  him,  and  the  under-lease  from  Mary  Lin^ 
"03004  to  him  executed  by  all  proper  parties,  according 
to  the  drafts  prepared  by  WhitCy  Mr.  Wtllows^s  solicitor, 
in  1809,  with  this  difference,  that  the  lease  thereby 
proposed  to  have  been  made  by  the  Plaintifi*  to  Thomas 
Willows  was  to  be  made  to  John  Broom^  Herbert  Broom^ 
and  John  Hairis^  or  those  who  represented  them,  and 
with  this  difference  also,  that  if  the  mortgage  to  the 
Brooms  should  appear  to  be  satisfied,  the  Plaintiff  was 
entitled  to  have  the  lease  granted  to  him  for  the  addi- 
tional term  of  fifty  years,  at  the  rent  of  405.  per  annum. 

On  the  SOth  of  Jtmc  1830,  John  Broom  became 
bankrupt,  and  the  Defendants  Gunderion,  Piitman^  and 
Slatter  were  the  assignees  of  his  estate  and  effects ;  and 
by  the  various  events  which  had  occurred,  the  equity 
of  redemption  and  the  right  to  an  under-lease,  which 

when 
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1840.  when  the  draft  of  the  lease  was  prepared  were  vested  in 
JHomas  WtUaws^  had  now  become  vested,  as  to  two 
third  parts  thereof,  in  the  assignees  otjokn  Broom^  and 
as  to  the  other  one  third  part  thereof,  in  the  represent- 
atives of  Herbert  Broom. 

By  a  decretal  order,  dated  the  25th  oijubf  18SS,  it 
was  referred  back  to  the  Master  to  settle  and  approve 
of  the  lease  to  the  Plaintiff,  which  by  the  decree  he  was 
declared  entitled  to  have  executed  to  him ;  and  in  set- 
tling the  lease  the  Master  was  to  have  regard  to  the 
circumstances  and  events  which  had  taken  place  since 
the  time  when  the  drafts  were  prepared  by  Mr.  White^ 
and  the  relations  in  which  the  parties  stood. 

In  pursuance  of  this  order  the  Master  by  his  report, 
dated  the  ^SAo^  April  18S9,  approved  the  draft  of  a  lease 
which  did  not  contain  any  of  the  special  covenants  which 
the  draft  of  1809  proposed  that  Thrnias  Willam  should 
enter  into.  The  parties  were  Richard  Bosser^  the  sur- 
vivor of  the  trustees  named  in  the  indenture  of  the  27th 
oiJune  1806  of  the  first  part;  Thomas  Daxg/j  the  trustee 
named  in  the  indenture  of  the  Slst  o{  December  1814  of 
the  second  part;  JTumuzs  GanderUm^  Joseph  Pittman^  and 
Thomas  Slattern  the  assignees  of  John  Broom^  of  the  third 
part;  Herbert  Broom^  the  heir  at  law  of  Herbert  Broom 
deceased,  of  the  fourth  part ;  Bebecca  Broom,  the  ad- 
ministratrix of  Herbert  Broom  deceased,  of  the  fifth  part ; 
MaryLinwood  of  the  sixth  part ;  and  the  Plaintiff  Samuel 
Page  of  the  seventh  part ;  and  in  this  draft  lease  Page 
the  Plaintiff  had  entered  into  all  the  requisite  covenants 
in  conformity  with  the  agreement ;  but  the  only  covenant 
on  the  part  of  the  assignees  of  John  Broom  and  the  heir 
and  administratrix  of  Herbert  Broom  was  the  usual  trus- 
tee covenant  that  they  had  not  incumbered. 

The 
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The  Plaintiff  took  exceptions  to  the  Master's  report,  1840. 
approving  of  this  draft  lease,  insisted  in  effect  that  it 
onght  to  contain  covenants  on  the  part  of  the  assignees 
^and  heir,  to  the  extent  of  the  interest  in  the  premises,  to 
the  same  efiect  as  if  the  lease  had  been  executed  by 
WiUcnos;  namely,  that  they  should  enter  into  covenants, 
limited  as  above  stated,  for  payment  of  taxes,  to  repair 
main  walls,  to  insure  the  premises,  to  rebuild  in  case  of 
fire,  not  to  build  higher  than  the  limited  line,  for  quiet 
enjoyment,  and  further  assurance,  &c. 

The  exceptions  now  came  on  for  argument. 

Mr.Pemberton  and  Mr.  S.  Sharpcj  in  support  of  the 
exceptions,  contended  that  the  assignees  and  heir,  who 
were  to  have  the  benefit  of  Pagers  covenants,  were 
bound  on  their  parts  to  enter  into  the  limited  covenants 
proposed,  otherwise  Page  would  receive  as  a  security 
for  his  advances,  which  exceeded  ]  3,000/.  in  1809,  not  a 
lease  in  the  terms  of  the  agreement,  but  one  discharged 
of  rates,  taxes,  insurance,  and  those  protections  for  the 
beneficial  enjoyment  of  the  property  which  he  had 
stipulated  for.  That  the  parties  claiming  the  benefit  of 
the  agreement  entered  into  by  Willows  must  bear  the 
burthen,  and  that  this  was  not  the  ordinary  case  of 
trustees,  whose  covenants  were  limited  to  tiieir  own  de- 
faults, but  a  case  where  parties  were  seeking  the  benefit 
of  an  agreement,  and  attempting,  at  the  same  time,  to 
avoid  incurring  the  obligation.  That  though  the  estate 
of  WUlonm  was  equitable,  yet  the  parties  in  possession, 
with  notice  of  the  covenants,  would  in  equity  be  bound 
by  tiiem :  The  Duke  of  Bedford  v.  The  British  Mu- 
seum, {a) 

Mr. 

(a)  S  Sug.  Vend.  561 .  (9th  ed.).,  and  2  Myl.  4*  JT.  BB2. 
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1840.  Mr,  Teed  and  Mr.  Glasse^  for  the  assignees,  and  Mr. 

Kitiderdey^  for  Herbert  Broom^  the  heir  at  law,  admitted 
that  the  covenants  now  proposed  were  similar  to  those 
inserted  in  the  draft  lease  of  1809,  but  limited  to  the 
estate  and  interest  of  the  assignees  and  heir ;  they  how-' 
ever  argued  that  the  PlaintiiF  was  not  now  entided  to 
be  placed  in  a  better  situation  than  he  would  have  been 
if  the  lease  had  been  actually  executed  in  1809.  That 
in  such  case  the  covenants  would  have  been  in  gross, 
and  would  not  have  run  with  the  land,  so  as  to  bind 
the  assignees,  WilUyxs  the  lessor  not  having  the  legal 
estate,  which  at  that  time  was  vested  in  White  and 
Bosser^  Webb  v.  Russell  {a)j  Whitton  v.  Peacock  {b)\ 
they  argued  that  equity  would  not  extend  the  Iq^l  lia- 
bility on  a  covenant,  Goddard  v.  Keate  (r) ;  that  as- 
signees stood  in  a  difierent  position  from  ordinary 
persons,  being  trustees  only  for  others,  White  v.  JPo/* 
Jambe{d)y  and  that  their  liability  ought  to  cease  on  their 
parting  with  the  estate,  Wilkins  v.  Frtf  {e\  or  be  limited 
to  their  continuance  as  assignees;  Ex  parte  Stuart,  (g) 
That  if  the  bankrupt  had  incurred  any  liability  the 
Plaintiff  ought  to  come  in,  pari  passuj  with  the  other 
creditors,  and  had  no  equity  to  a  preference  over  them; 
that  the  Court  had  in  view  this  very  point  when  it 
directed  the  Master  to  have  regard  to  the  change  of 
circumstances,  &c.,  and  that  the  effect  of  making  the 
assignees  enter  into  siich  covenants  as  those  proposed, 
would  be  to  postpone  the  distribution  of  the  bankrupt's 
estate  until  the  expiration  of  the  lease. 

Mr.  Pemberton,  in  reply. 


T^e 


(a)  3  Term  Rep,  895.  {d)  1 1  Ves.  557. 

(b)  2  Bing.  y.  C  41 1.  (e)  1  Mer.  965. 

(c)  1  Vem.  87.  (g)  S  Rotej  215. 
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The  Master  of  the  Rolls.  1840. 

This  case  comes  on  upon  exceptions  to  the  Master's 
report,  approving  the  draft  of  a  lease  to  be  granted  to 
the  Plaintiff  by  the  Defendants,  claiming  under  ThO' 
mas  Willcrm  deceased,  by  whom  the  lease  was  agreed 
to  be  granted ;  and  the  question  is,  what  covenants  the 
Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  have  inserted  in  the  lease,  the 
Plaintiff  contending  that  he  is  entitled  to  covenants 
more  numerous  and  important  than  those  which  have 
been  inserted  in  the  draft  of  the  lease  approved  by  the 
Master. 

The  facts  of  this  case  are  very  long  and  complicated, 
and  the  time  necessarily  employed  in  obtaining  a  cor- 
rect knowledge  of  them,  tends,  on  every  occasion,  to 
increase  the  delays  which  have  unfortunately  occurred 
in  this  suit.  (His  Lordship  recapitulated  the  facts,  and 
proceeded). 

The  Plaintiff  makes  no  complaint  of  the  covenants 
which,  accordmg  to  this  draft,  are  proposed  to  be  en- 
tered into  by  himself,  or  by  the  trustees  Rosser  and 
Daxn^i  or  by  Miss  Linwood;  but  the  draft  proposes 
that  Herbert  Broom^  the  heir  of  Hei'bert  Broom  de- 
ceased, and  Gafiderton,  Pittman^  and  Slatter^  the  as* 
signees  of  John  Broom,  should  only  covenant  that  they 
respectively  have  done  no  act  to  incumber,  and  it  is 
therefore  proposed,  that  the  Plaintiff,  who  has  done  all 
in  his  power  to  perform  the  agreement  on  his  part,  and 
who  is  bound  in  further  performance  thereof  to  execute 
leases  to  Miss  Linwood^  and  to  those  who  claim  under 
Thomas  WiUams^  should,  under  the  circumstances 
which  have  taken  place,  altogether  lose  the  benefit  of 
the  several  special  covenants  which,  by  the  draft  of 
1809,  it  was  proposed  and  ogreed  that  Thomas  JVillows 
should  enter  into. 

The 
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184*0.  The  Plaintiff  insists  that  this  is  not  the  common  case 

of  heir  or  assignees  being  called  upon  formally  to  give 
effect  to  the  agreements  or  covenants  of  persons  under 
whom  they  claim,  but  the  case  of  mortgagors  and  land- 
lords, or  lessors,  seeking  for  themselves  or  the  estates 
they  respectively  represent,  the  benefit  of  the  agree- 
ments entered  into  by  the  mortgagee  and  lessee,  in  con- 
sideration of  which  the  persons  under  whom  they  claim 
entered  into  the  agreement  on  their  parts.  Those 
claiming  under  Willows  ask  for  the  benefit  for  which  he 
stipulated,  and  it  is  argued  that  they  must,  to  the  ex* 
tent  of  the  estate  they  have  received,  sustain  the  burden. 
They  claim  the  reversion  of  the  lease  which  Page  is  to 
receive,  and  the  rent  which  Page  is  to  pay,  and  Page 
thereupon  insists  that,  to  the  extent  of  that  reversionary 
interest  which  they  derive  from  Willows,  they  must 
secure  to  him,  the  Plaintiff,  those  benefits  which  were 
intended  to  be  secured  to  him  by  the  covenants  of 
Wilhws. 

The  equity  of  redemption  and  the  reversionary  in- 
terest in  the  property  to  be  comprised  in  the  lease,  as  to 
two  third  parts,  is  vested  in  the  assignees  of  Join 
Broom,  and  as  to  the  remaining  third,  in  the  repre-* 
sentatives  of  Herbert  Broom. 

The  bill  is  filed  by  the  mortgagee  and  proposed 
lessee  against  the  mortgagor  and  proposed  lessor. 

Pending  the  suit,  certain  alienations  and  transmuta- 
tions of  interest  have  taken  place,  but  the  persons  now 
claiming  the  interest  of  Willows  have  vested  in  them  the 
right  to  all  the  beneficial  interest  which  Willows  was  to 
receive,  and  claim  the  performance  of  all  the  duties 
which  the  Plaintiff  Page  was  to  perform  towards  Wil^ 
lowSf  and  they  cannot  be  allowed  to  exi^ct  from  Page  all 

the 
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the  benefit  which  Page  was  to  secure  to  JfUknoSf  with-     ^  1840* 
out  giving  to  him  (to  the  extent  of  the  property  they 
have  derived  from  WiUom\  the  benefit  which  WiUam 
stipulated  to  give. 

The  principal  argument  urged  by  the  Defendants  is 
that  they  are  not  liable  to  more  than  they  would  have 
been  liable  to  if  WUUms  had  actually  executed  a  lease 
according  to  the  draft  of  1809)  and  that  such  covenants 
as  are  now  required  would  not  have  run  with  the  land ; 
but  I  am  of  opinion  that  this  argument  cannot  prevail : 
the  Plaintiff  has  never  been  in  the  situation  in  which  he 
would  have  been  if  the  lease  of  1809  had  been  executed 
at  the  proper  time. 

The  Plaintiff  executed  the  worksj  and  entered  into 
the  agreement  on  his  part,  in  consideration  of  the  an- 
nuity and  of  the  covenants  which  he  was  to  receive 
from  Mr.  Willffaos.  The  benefits  for  which  he  stipulated 
have  been  suspended  for  a  long  series  of  years,  and  in 
the  mean  time  the  interest  of  WiUaws  has  become 
vested  in  persons  who  claim  in  a  representative  cha- 
racter, and  claim  for  the  estates  they  represent  all  the 
benefits  which  WiUaws  stipulated  to  receive,  and  some 
of  which  are  to  be  secured  by  the  acts  o{  Page;  and  it 
seems  unreasonable  to  allow  this  claim,  to  which  they 
are  entitled,  without  imposing  upon  them,  to  the  extent 
of  the  beneficial  interest  they  receive,  the  same  obliga- 
tion to  secure  Page  to  which  Willows  himself  was 
liable. 

The  several  instruments  executed  by  WiUaws  were 
agreements  to  be  performed:  the  benefit  of  those  agree- 
ments is  now  sought,  in  the  right  of  WiUaws^  by  those 
who  are  now  entitled  to  the  beneficial  interest  which 
belonged  to  WiUaws^  and  I  conceive  thut  the  Court,  in 

directing 
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1840.  directing  that  the  Master,  in  settling  the  lease,  should 
have  regard  to  the  circumstances  and  events  which  had 
taken  place,  and  the  relation  in  which  the  several  par- 
ties stood,  did  not  intend  to  deprive  the  PlaintilF  of  all 
the  securities  which  he  might  have  had  from  the  covenants 
of  Wilkms,  but  to  give  him  the  same  advantages,  so  far 
as  they  could  justly  be  had,  against  the  persons  to 
whom  the  beneficial  interest  of  Willcfws  had  passed.  I 
think,  therefore,  that  the  report  is  erroneous,  and  that 
it  must  be  referred  back  to  the  Master  to  alter  the 
draft  of  the  lease  by  inserting  proper  covenants  from 
the  assignees  otjohn  Broom  and  the  heir  and  personal 
representative  of  Herbert  Broom^  for  the  several  pur- 
poses intended  to  be  secured  by  the  covenants  of 
Thomas  Willows;  such  covenants,  however,  to  be  limited 
to  the  beneficial  interest  to  which  the  assignees  and  heir 
respectively  are  entitled  in  the  premises. 
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1840. 


GREENLAW  v.  KING.  juiy  4.  e. 

HE  object  of  this  bill  was  to  set  aside  an  annuity  An  act  of 
granted  to  a  trustee  for  a  former  Bishop  of  jRo-  empowered  a 

Aester^  and  secured,  under  the  powers  contained  in  a  »ctor,  with 

^        -,  ,  n  «     ,*  the  consent  of 

pnvate  act  of  parliament,  on  the  rectory  of  St*  Mary^  the  bishop 

Woolwich;  the  ground  on  which  it  was  impeached  was,  j2tron"f  the 

that  the  bishop  filled  a  fiduciary  character  under  the  Eving,  to  raise 

act,  and  that  it  was,  therefore,  incompetent  for  him  to  niHtf ^orbuUd- 

contract  for  a  charge  upon  the  living.  i"S  ^  ^^ 

"  °  rectory  house, 

the  plan  and 

In  1819,  Bugh  Frazer  was  the  rector,  and  the  bishop,  JJj^VwaTSlre 

in  right  of  his  see,  was  the  patron  of  the  rectory  of  St.  tobeapproved 

Mary^  Woolwich^  and  by  an  act  passed  in  the  forty-ninth  bishop,  *^The 

year  of  King  George  the  Tliird  (a),  intituled  "  An  act  bishop  ad- 

to  enable  the  rector  of  the  parish  and  parish  church  of  necessary  - 

St.  Mary^  Wootanch^  in  the  county  of  Kent,  for  the  time  ™t°"?^'f"** 

being,  to  grant  building  leases  of  the  glebe  lands  be-  grant  of  an  an- 

longing  to  the  said  rectory,  and   to  sell  the  present  oS'the*^Hmr? 

rectory  house  and  garden,  and  to  build  a  new  rectory  Held,  though 

house,^  after  reciting  that  great  benefit  would  accrue  to  unfairness 

the  said  rectory,  and  great  convenience  to  the  inhabitants  '**■'  ***«  ^"^ 

,  action,  on 

of  the  said  town,  if  power  was  given  to  the  rector  for  principle, 

the  time  being,  to  g^ant  a  lease  or  leases  of  the  said  ^^"  j  ^^^ 

glebe  lands  for  a  term  of  years,  sufficient  to  encourage      A  rector 

was  em-    • 
persons  powered  by 

(41)  Local  and  personal,  c.  88.  ««'  ''^  PFJ"*; 

^  '  r  f  ment,  with  the 

consent  of  the  bishop,  to  raise  money  by  way  of  annuity  on  lives,  for  the  purpose 
of  building  a  new  rectory  house,  and  to  chaijge  the  same  on  the  rectory.  Tho 
bisbop  himself  advanced  the  money :  the  annuity  was  sranted  and  was  paid  by  the 
rector  until  hu  death ;  the  sums  thus  paid  amounted  to  the  sum  advanced  with 
lawful  interest  At  the  suit  of  the  succeeding  rector,  the  transaction  was  set  aside 
on  the  ground  of  the  equitable  incapacity  of  the  bishop  to  become  the  purchaser  of 
the  annuity:  Held,  that  the  Plaintiff  had  a  right  to  avoid  the  annuity  altogether, 
and  that  the  Defendant  was  not  entitled  to  have  it  ascertained,  what  was  a  proper 
annuity  to  have  been  granted,  and  to  charge  the  succeeding  reetor  with  his  pro- 
portion thereof. 

Vol.  III.  E 


50  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

1840.  persons  to  build  upon  and  improve  the  same,  and  that 
it  would  be  beneficial  if  permission  were  given  to  sell 
the  then  rectory  house  and  garden,  and  to  build  a  new 
rectory  house ;  it  was  enacted,  that  the  rector  for  the 
tid^e  being,  should  have  power,  ^  by  and  with  the  con- 
sent of  the  Bishop  of  Rochester  for  the  time  being,"  to 
lease  the  glebe  lands  for  any  term  not  exceeding  ninety- 
nine  years,  at  the  best  improved  rent ;  and  the  rectory 
house  and  garden  were  thereby  vested  in  the  Rev.  G. 
A»  Hatch  and  Alexander  Fraser,  discharged  of  all 
estates,  &c  of  the  bishop  and  his  successors,  and  of  the 
rector  and  his  successors ;  upon  trust  to  sell  and  apply 
the  produce  towards  building  a  new  rectory  house, 
of  such  dimensions  and  extent,  and  with  such  con- 
veniences thereto  as  should  be  approved  of  by  a  plan, 
&c.,  under  the  hand  and  seal  of  the  said  Bishop  of 
Rochester  for  the  time  being;  and  it  was  provided  that 
such  new  rectory  house  should  be  built  and  finished  to 
the  satisfaction  of  the  Bishop  of  Rochester  for  the  time 
being,  at  a  price  not  exceeding  SOOOiL ;  and  if  the  monies 
arising  from  the  sale  should  be  insufficient  for  the  pur- 
pose, the  rector  was  authorized  to  take  fines  on  granting 
leases,  but  so  as  such  fines  should  not  in  the  whole  ex- 
ceed 3000/*,  and  that  the  amount  of  every  such  fine 
should  be  approved  of  by  the  Bishop  of  Rochester  for 
the  time  being. 

The  powers  of  the  above  act  were  enlarged  by  a 
subsequent  act  of  the  52  G.3.,  whereby,  after  reciting 
the  sale  of  the  rectory,  the  granting  of  building  leases, 
and  of  the  application  of  the  produce  (about  2100/.)  in 
building  the  new  rectory  house,  8cc.  and  that  there 
would  still  be  wanting  2000/.  or  thereabouts  to  carry 
the  act  into  execution,  and  that  it  would  be  advantageous 
to  the  present  and  fiiture  rectors  if  power  was  given  to 
Hugh  Fraser  to  borrow  a  sum  of  money  by  way  of 

annuity 
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annuity  upon  two  liyes,  towards  finishing  die  rectory, 
&c. ;  it  was  enacted,  that  it  should  be  lawful  for  the 
rector  for  the  time  being  by  deed,  &c.  *^  by  and  with 
the  consent  of  the  Bishop  of  Rochester  for  the  time 
being,  to  be  signified  by  any  writing  under  his  hand 
and  seal,'*  to  borrow  any  sum,  not  exceeding  2000/.,  as 
might  be  necessary  for  completing  the  rectory  house, 
&c.  by  the  sale  of  one  or  more  annuity  or  annuities, 
upon  one  or  more  life  or  lives,  and  to  secure  the  pay* 
ment  of  such  annuity  or  annuities  by  a  grant  or  charge 
upon  the  ground  rents  reserved  under  the  leases  already 
granted  under  the  said  act  of  the  49  G.  3.,  or  in  case  of 
the  ground  rents  being  insufficient,  upon  the  rents  and 
profits  of  the  rectory. 


1840. 


The  produce  so  to  be  raised  was  directed  to  be  in- 
vested in  exchequer  bills,  in  the  names  of  the  trustees, 
and  by  them  to  be  firom  time  to  time  applied  in  finish- 
ing the  rectory,  &c. 


And  it  was  thereby  further  enacted,  that  when  and 
so  soon  as  the  new  rectory  house,  garden  and  offices 
should  have  been  finished  and  completed  to  the  satiS' 
/action  of  the  Bishop  of  Bochester  for  the  time  being,  a 
declaration  or  writing  to  that  efiect,  under  the  hand 
and  seal  of  the  bishop  should  be  a  sufficient  release 
and  discharge  to  the  trustees  for  all  the  monies  which 
might  have  been  applied  by  them,  or  by  Huffh  'Eraser 
under  their  authority,  for  and  towards  finishing,  &c. 
the  new  rectory  house,  &&  pursuant  to  an  account 
thereof  to  be  by  them  rendered  and  approved  of  under 
the  hand  and  seal  of  the  Bishop  of  Bochester  for  the  time 
being;  and  that  in  case  there  should  be  any  balance 
remaining,  it  should  be  lawful  for  the  rec^r  for  the 
time  being  to  lay  out  and  expend  the  same,  by  and 
with  the  approbation  of  the  Bishop  of  Bochester  for  the 

E  2  time 
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1840.  time  being,    in    permanent    improvements   upon  tlie 

Q^^"^^^"^^  rectory.    There  was  a  general  saving  clause  of  the  right 

V.  of  all  persons,  except  the  bishop  and  rectors. 


King. 


On  the  passing  of  the  last-mentioned  act,  measures 
were  ailopted  for  raising  2000/.  thereunder.     Adver- 
tisements were  inserted  in  the  London  and  local  papers, 
for  persons  willing  to  contract  for  an  annuity  on  one  or 
two  lives  secured  on  the  rectory.     Many  applications 
were  made,   but  there  were  no  offers  at  a  less  rate 
than  about  10  per  cent.    A  Mr.  Hill  afterwards  offered 
to  advance  2000/L  on  annuity  for  two  lives,  and  the 
life  of  the  survivor  at  9  per  cent,  and  a  deed  being 
prepared  for  securing  it,   and  sent  to  the  bishop  for 
his  execution,  he  objected  that  the  rate  was  too  high, 
and  declined   executing  the  deed.      What  was  there- 
upon done  did  not  appear  in  evidence,  but  a  letter 
from   the  bishop  to   the  agent  who  was   negociating 
the  loan  was  proved,  which  was  as  follows :  —  As  Mr. 
Broderipi  the  gentleman  I  spoke  to  here,  will  not  take 
the  annuity  at  less  than  8|  per  cent.,  I  have  come  to 
the  determination  of  taking  it  myself  at  that  rate,  pro- 
vided that  in  the  meantime  you  have  not  been  able  to 
procure  the  2000/.  on  lower  terms.    The  two  lives  I 
propose  to  insert  are  those  of  my  two  sons.  Walker 
King  aged  fourteen,  and  Edward  Dawson  King  aged 
thirteen  years.    I   conceive  that  being  a  party  in  the 
deed,  I  cannot  hold  the  annuity  in  my  own  right,  and 
therefore  I  propose,  that  my  eldest  son  Walker  should 
be  the  third  party  in  the  deed,  and  hold  the  annuity  for 
his  sole  benefit.      I  take  it  for  granted,  that  his  being  a 
minor  is  not  an  obstacle  to  his  thus  holding  it,  but  if  it 
should,  I  propose    my  brother,    John  King,   esq.    of 
Grosvenor  Place,  should  hold  the  same  for  me;    and 
give  me  a  declaration  of  trust  to  that  effect.     I  suppose 
there  can  be  no  objection  to  having  an  indorsement 

made 
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made  on  the  back  of  the  deed,  to  the  purport  of  the        1840. 
memoraiidam  which  I  herein  inclose.'' 

The  proposed  indorsement  stated  the  advertisements, 
and  *^that  no  offers  were  made  for  purchasing  any  an- 
nuity for  the  longest  liver  of  two  lives  upon  lower  terms 
than  nearly  10  per  cent.,  except  one  at  9  per  cent" 

It  was  afterwards  determined  that  a  Mr.  Venables 
should  be  the  trustee  for  the  bishop ;  and  by  an  inden- 
ture of  the  loth  of  January  181S,  and  made  between 
the  bishop  of  the  first  part ;  Mr.  Fraser^  the  rector,  of 
the  second  part ;  the  two  trustees  under  the  act  of  the 
third  part ;  and  JTiomas  Venables^  the  brother  in  law  of 
the  bishop,  of  the  fourth  part ;  it  was  witnessed,  that 
pursuant  to  and  in  exercise  of  the  power  and  authority 
to  the  said  Lord  Bishop  otMochester  given  by  the  said 
stated  act,  he,  the  said  Lord  Bishop  of  Rochester^  did 
thereby  consent  that  the  said  Hugh  Fraser  should 
borrow  the  said  sum  of  2000/.  from  the  said  Thomas 
Venables  J  for  the  purpose  of  the  said  act,  by  the 
sale  to  him  of  an  annuity  of  170/.  for  the  lives  of  the 
said  Walter  King  and  Edward  Dawson  King,  and  the 
life  of  the  survivor  of  them ;  and  it  was  thereby  also 
witnessed,  that  In  consideration  of  2000/.  paid  to  George 
Avery  Hatch  and  Alexander  Fraser,  and  in  consideration 
of  105.  to  him  Hugh  Fraser  also  paid  by  T.  Venables^ 
the  said  Hugh  Fraser  did  grant,  bargain,  sell,  and 
confirm  unto  T.  Venables^  his  executors,  administra- 
tors, and  assigns,  one  annuity  of  170/.,  to  be  paid 
and  payable  for  and  during  the  lives  of  the.  said 
Walker  King  and  Edward  Dawson  King,  and  the  life  of 
the  survivor  of  them,  and  to  be  charged  upon,  and 
issuing  and  payable  out  of  all  and  singular  the  rents 
reserved  by  the  several  building  leases  then  already 
granted  in  pursuance  of  the  said  act ;  and  Hugh  Fi^aser^ 
E  S  tliereby 
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1840.  thereby  also  charged  the  ground  rents  ^^  also  the 
rents  and  profits  of  the  said  rectory  of  the  parish  and 
parish  church  of  SaitU  Mary,  Woolwich,  with  the  pay- 
ment of  the  same  annuity. 

The  2000/.  was  admitted  to  have  been  the  money  of 
the  bishop;  and  by  an  indenture  of  the  28th  oi  January 
1813,  made  between  Mr.  FenaMes,  of  the  one  part,  and 
the  bishop  of  the  other  part,  after  reciting  that  the 
2000/.  was  the  proper  money  of  the  bishop,  and  that 
the  annuity  of  170/.  had  been  granted  to  Mr.  Fenables 
in  trust  for  the  bishop,  Mr.  Fenables  declared  that  he 
would  hold  the  annuity  in  trust  for  the  bishop,  his  ex- 
ecutors, administrators,  and  assigns. 

By  letters  written  to  the  bishop  by  his  confidential 
solicitors  in  1820,  the  invalidity  of  the  transaction  had 
been  called  to  the  attention  of  the  former,  and  counsels' 
opinion  had  been  taken  thereon. 

In  1828  the  bishop,  for  natnrd  love  and  afiection, 
transferred  the  annuity  to  his  son,  the  Defendant,  the 
Rev.  Walker  King. 

The  bishop  died  in  1827;  and  the  rector  havmg  died 
in  18375  the  Plaintiff,  who  then  became  rector,  filed 
this  bill  against  the  Rev.  W.  King  and  the  represent>- 
atives  of  Fenables,  insisting  on  the  invalidity  of  the 
transaction,  and  praying  that  it  might  be  set  aside; 
and  for  a  declaration  ^'  that  all  sums  already  paid  on 
account  of  the  annuity  of  170/.  ought  to  be  considered 
as  applied  in  or  towards  satisfaction  and  discharge  of 
the  interest,  and  then  of  the  principal  of  the  said  sum 
of  2000/. ;  and  if  it  should  appear  on  taking  the  ac- 
counts that  the  principal  and  interest  had  been  dis- 
charged, then  that  die  Plaintiff  might  be  relieved  firom 
further  paying  the  annuity." 

The 
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The  principal  DefendaBt,  by  his  answer,  admitted,        1840. 
**  that  the  seieral  payments  made  in  respect  of  the  said 
annuity  would  together  amount  to  more  than  a  sum  of 
SOOdLf  with  lawful  interest  for  the  same,  finom  the  date 
of  the  grant  of  the  said  annuit^t" 

There  was  conflicting  evidence  as  to  the  rate  at 
which  an  irredeemable  annuity  for  two  lives  might  have 
been  procured  at  the  time,  but,  as  the  decbion  pro- 
ceeded on  other  grounds,  it  is  immaterial  to  state  th^ 
evidence  on  this  point 

Mr.  Pembertonj  Mr.  Kindersleifj  and  Mr.  R.  W.  E. 
Fonier,  for  the  Plaintiff,  contended  that,  under  these 
acts  of  parliament,  the  Bishop  of  Rochester  was  placed 
in  the  position  of  a  trustee  to  defend  the  rectory  and 
the  future  incumbents  firom  any  improper  or  preju- 
dicial dealing  by  the  trustees  or  the  then  rector.  That 
it  had  been  dearly  settled  that  a  trustee^  or  any  other 
person  holding  a  fiduciary  character,  was  incapacitated  ' 
firom  purchasing  the  trust  property,  or  dealing  there* 
with  for  his  own  benefit :  thus,  the  ooriimissioners  and 
assignees  of  a  bankrupt,  the  solicitor  to  the  commission, 
^  confidential  agent,  the  committee]  of  a  lunatic,  the 
trustees  of  a  charity  and  a  guardian,  h^  been  held  in- 
capacitated from  purchasing  the  property  as  to  which 
they  had  an  inconsistent  duty.  That  this  case  was  like 
Graver  v.  HugtU  (a),  where  a  part  of  a  glebe  had  been 
sold  for  the  redemption  of  the  land  tax,  and  the  rector 
had  become  the  purchaser,  it  was  held  that  the  trans- 
action was  such  as  to  prevent  a  good  title  being  made* 
They  contended  also,  that  as  the  rectory  had  repaid 
the  20002.  and  interest,  the  annuity  deed  ought  to  be 
delivered  up  to  be  cancelled.     They  cited  Ex  parte 

Bennett 
(a)  3  jRtfcff.  48S.  . 
jB  4 
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1840.       Betinett{a\  Aiiomey-General  ▼.  Dudley  (b)^  Seoii  ▼. 
Davis,  (c) 

Mr.  6.  Biehards  and  Mr.  HeberdeUj  eanirAf  argued, 
Jintj  that  the  bishop  was  not  a  trustee  under  the  acts ; 
that  his  assent,  which  was  required,  was  for  the  pro- 
tection of  the  see  of  Rochester  and  the  patronage  of 
the  rectory  alone,  the  protection  of  the  future  rectors 
being  sufficiently  provided  for  by  the  trustees  and  by 
the  superintendence  of  the  rector  for  the  time  being, 
who  was  the  party  most  interested  in  obtaining  money 
for  the  purposes  of  the  act  on  the  best  possible  terms. 

Secondly^  that  the  Bishop,  though  a  trustee^  might 
still  deal  in  the  manner  he  had  done ;  for  this  was  not 
a  sale  by  a  trustee  to  himself,  but  by  a  cesHii  que  trust  to 
his  trustee ;  that  the  case  was  like  that  of  Howard  v. 
Ducane  {d)^  where  it  was  held,  that  trustees,  having  a 
power  of  sale  with  the  consent  of  a  tenant  for  life, 
^  might  sell  to  the  tenant  for  life.  That  here  no  fraud 
or  concealment  had  been  charged,  and  that  the  attempt 
to  prove  an  undervalue  had  altogether  failed. 

Thirdly f  they  contended  that  the  Plaintiff  was  barred 
by  lapse  of  time. 

And,  fourthlyf  as  to  the  extent  of  relief,  they  argued, 
that  the  Plaintiff  was  only  entitled  to  a  reference  to  the 
Master,  to  inquire  what  amount  of  annuity  ought  pro- 
perly to  have  been  granted,  and  that  the  payment  of  such 
annuity  ought  to  be  decreed  for  the  future.  That  if  Mr. 
Fraser  had,  by  over  payments,  discharged  the  2000/.  and 
interest,  still  the  present  Plaintiff,  who  had  the  benefit  of 

the 

(a)  10  Vei.  sea  (e)  4  Hfylne  4r  Crmg,  S7. 

(h)  G.  Cooper,  146.  (d)  Turner  ^  Rwt.  81. 
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the  rectory  honse,  was  not  eotitled  to  take  credit  for  the  1840. 
over  payments  of  Mr.  Fraser^  whose  family,  if  any  one^ 
were  entitled  thereto.  That  the  act  contemplated  the 
successor  of  Mr.  Fraser  bearing  his  portion  of  the  bur- 
then for  the  benefit  he  received,  and  that  it  would  be 
most  unjust  if  he  were  allowed  to  get  rid  of  the  whole 
burthen,  on  the  plea  that  his  predecessor  had  paid  too 
much.  That  as  rq[arded  Mr.  Fraser^  the  grant  of 
annuity  was  valid  ;  he  had  concurred  in  it  in  every  way ; 
and  that  if  it  was  to  be  avoided  as  agamst  his  successor, 
the  relief  must  be  limited  to  the  extent  to  which  the  ar« 
rangement  was  prejudicial  to  such  successor.  That  the 
principle  of  repaying  the  20002i  and  interest  was  not 
equitable :  for  the  Defendant  had  run  all  the  risk  of  the 
lives  fidling  in,  and  if  the  two  lives  had  ceased,  the  an- 
nuity would  also  have  ceased ;  that  a  party  could  not  be 
allowed  to  stand  by  and  take  all  the  advantage  which 
might  accrue  from  the  early  cesser  of  the  annuity  by 
the  fidling  in  of  the  lives,  and  after  the  peril  was  over, 
get  rid  of  the  annuity  on  payment  of  the  principal  and 
interest  That  the  risk  had  been  run  by  the  Defendant; 
and  although  he  had  not  insured  the  lives,  he  had  him- 
self been  the  insurer.  As  to  the  rectory  having  re* 
paid  the  advance,  it  was  a  mere  fiiUacy,  the  amount 
having  been  paid  by  Mr.  Fraser  himself  out  of  his 
own  monies.  They  cited,  as  to  the  purchases  by 
trustees  (a),  Jh/Uffe  v.  Murray  (6),  Ex  parte  Lacey  {c\ 
Coles  V.  Trecoihick  (d),  Downes  v.  Grazebrook  (e).  Hunter 
V.  Atkins  {g)j  Campbell  v.  Walker  (h)\  as  to  the  efiect 
of  time,  Morse  v.  Beyal  (i),  Hovenden  v.  Annedey  {k)^ 

Chalmer 

(a)  S  SugdenU  Fendon,  119.  (g)  S  MjfL  ^  Keen^  1 13. 

Ih)  S  Atk.  56.  (A;  5  Vet.  677. 

(c)  6  Fm.  e25.  (•)  IS  K«.  SSS. 

\d)  9  Yet.  S47.  (*)  %  S^St  Lef.  637. 
(e)  3  Jfrr.800. 
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1840.       Chabner  v.  Bradley  (a),  Paries  v.  White  (6),  Grqg(fly  n 
Qr^^ory  (c),  and  CXoinpiaii  t.  Bigh/.  (d) 

7%^  Master  ^M^  Rolls. 

It  appears  thati  in  1809»  it  was  thought  desirable  to 
build  a  new  rectory  house  at  Wootmch^  and  for  that 
purpose  it  was  proposed  to  sell  the  old  house  and  part 
of  the  glebe  lands,  to  obtain  a  power  of  granting  leases 
on  fines,  and  to  employ  the  amount  thereby  raised  in 
building  the  new  house.  To  effact  this  purpose  an  act 
of  parliament  was  obtained  in  1809,  authorising  certain 
things  to  be  done,  with  die  consent  of  the  Bishop  of  the 
diocese. 

The  monies  raised  under  this  act  being  found  insuf- 
ficient for  the  purpose,  a  second  act  was  obtained  in 
1815^,  whereby  authority  was  given  to  raise  a  further 
sum  of  2000/.,  by  granting  annuities  on  one  or  mote 
life  or  lives.  In  this  act  of  parliament  again,  several 
things  were  required  to  be  done  with  the  consent  of  the 
Bishop,  who,  being  the  patron  of  the  rectory,  was  a  most 
important  party  to  any  proceedings  affecting  the  living. 
The  several  offices  which  seem  to  have  been  imposed 
upon  him  by  these  acts  of  parliament,  as  fiur  as  they 
relate  to  the  present  question,  were  these  :-^It  being 
highly  necessary  and  important  that  a  house  should  be 
erected  suited  to  the  rectory  or  to  the  value  of  the 
rectory,  tbe  plan  of  the  house  was  to  be  approved  of  by 
him :  in  the  next  place  the  borrowing  oi  the  money  by 
sale  of  annuities  was  also  to  be  assented  tp  by  him  : 
the  money  to  be  raised  was  to  be  placed  in  the  hands 
of  trustees  appointed  by  the  act ;  but  prior  to  their  dis* 

charge 

(a)  1  Jac.  4-  W.$l.  (d)  I  R.^  Myi.  £59^  affinned 

(b)  11  Ves.  926.  by  Lord  CoUenkam  m  1840. 

(c)  Q.  Cooper f   90 1„   Jacob, 
65U 
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charge  there  was  to  be  a  declaration  of  the  Bishop,  that  1840. 
the  house  had  been  finished  and  completed  to  iiis  satisfac- 
tion. The  accounts  were  to  be  rendered  by  the  trustees, 
and  to  be  appro^rad  of  by  the  Bishop ;  and  moreoyer,  any 
surplus  raised  by  these  means  was  to  be  applied,  with 
the  approbation  of  the  Bishop,  in  plandng  and  in  other 
purposes  for  the  permanent  improvement  of  the  rectory. 
In  all  these  several  particulars,  therefore,  it  is  perfectly 
manifest  that  the  Bishop  had  a  very  important  duty  to 
perform.  He  was  intrusted  not  only  with  the  protect 
tion  of  the  interest  of  the  see  in  regard  to  its  patronage^ 
but  also  with  the  protection  .of  the  rectory  and  the  in- 
terest of  all  future  rectors.  The  annuity  was  to  be 
granted  by  the  then  rector ;  but  as  the  produce  was  to  be 
sfqplied  for  purposes  which  were  to  be  useful  to  all  suc- 
ceeding rectors,  a  duty  was  imposed  on  the  Bishop,  to 
see  that  the  rector  for  the  time  being  did  not  abuse  the 
power  which  was  thus  vested  in  him. 

In  December  1812,  the  rector  proposed  to  raise  200021 
by  the  grant  of  an  annuity  of  iSOL  for  two  lives.  This 
proposal  was  communicated  to  the  Bishop,  who  con«> 
ceiving,  as  I  think  most  properly,  that  it  was  his  duty 
not  to  give  a  blind  consent,  but  to  exercise  his  judg- 
ment having  regard  to  those  interests  which  he  was 
bound  to  protect,  observed,  that  he  thought  9  per  cent, 
was  too  high  a  rate,  and  in  consequence  of  his  interfer* 
ence  the  negotiation  then  pending  was  broken  off. 

It  is  to  be  inferred  frdm  the  correspondence,  that  the 
Bishop  thought  he  could  probably  be  able  to  find  some 
person  who  would  require  a  less  price^  and  I  cannot 
help  thinking  that  the  necessary  inference  to  be  de«- 
rived  from  bis  own  letter  is  this,  —  that  by  his  own 
proper  inquiries,,  and  acting  in  a  manner  in  the  highest 
degree  meritorious  for  the  benefit  of  the  rectory,  he 

had 
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1840.  had  found  a  person  who  was  willing  to  advance  the 
2000L  for  a  less  annuity  than  that  which  had  been  pre- 
viously proposed  by  Mr.  Fraser^  the  rector^  under  the 
advice  of  Mr.  Ht^  the  survejror.  I  cannot  imagine  that 
the  Bishop,  either  at  this  time  or  ever  throughout  this 
transaction,  had  the  least  sinbter  object  in  view ;  so  fiur 
from  it,  I  believe  he  was  then  acting  with  a  desire  to 
promote  the  interest  of  the  rectory,  and  if  he  had  never 
interfered  further,  the  transaction  would  no  doubt  have 
stood  entirely  clear ;  instead  of  any  contrivance  or  fraud, 
or  any  thing  of  that  sort  on  his  part,  I  think  we  have 
indications  of  his  having  been  actuated  by  a  very  con- 
trary spirit.  Finding  that  Mr.  Brodsrip^  to  whom  he 
referred,  did  not  think  fit  to  advance  the  20007.  at  a  less 
Tate  than  8^  per  cent,  the  Bishop  unfortunately  ima- 
gined it  would  not  be  a  bad  thing  for  him  to  obtain 
the  annuity  at  that  price.  But  even  then,  so  far  from 
being  actuated  by  any  sordid  or  fraudulent  motive,  he 
openly  and  fairly  states  in  his  letter*  that  he  had  come 
to  the  determination  of  taking  it  at  that  rate  himself, 
^*  provided  that  in  the  mean  time  the  agent  had  not  been 
able  to  procure  the  20002.  at  a  lamer  rate;**  so  that  if  it 
had  been  in  the  power  of  the  rector  or  his  agent,  in  the 
mean  time,  to  procure  the  2000/.  on  lower  terms,  I 
have  no  doubt  the  Bishop  would  immediately  have 
given  up  the  project  he  at  that  time  entertained,  and 
personally,  would  have  had  no  more  to  do  with  this 
transaction.  How  a  communication  of  that  kind  from 
the  Bishop  might  have  affected  Mr.  Fraser^  or  those 
who  were  advising  him,  is  a  matter  of  very  different 
consideration ;  for  if  they  found  that  this  was  a  thing 
agreeable  to  the  Bishop,  they  might  certainly  have  dis- 
continued all  exertions  for  procuring  another  person  to 
accept  the  annuity  at  a  lower  price,  and  would,  perhaps, 
have  felt  very  much  inclined  to  gratify  the  Bishop  on 
whom  Mr.  Fraser  so  much  depended. 

The 
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The  Bishop  seems  to  have  been  perfectly  aware  that  1840. 
there  was  a  difficulty  in  the  transaction, — he  was  con- 
sciousy  that  being  **  a  party  to  the  deed''  in  another 
character,  there  existed  a  difficulty  in  making  himself 
the  grantee  of  the  annuity,  and  he  therefore  proposed  to 
have  a  trustee  appointed.  Mr.  Venables  was  ultimately 
fixed  upon  for  that  purpose,  and  the  transaction  was 
then  completed.  Thus  the  Bishop,  in  whom  all  these 
powers  were  vested,  in  whom  this  trust  was  reposed  by 
the  act  of  parliament,  made  himself,  in  the  course  of  the 
transaction,  an  interested  party. 

Now  I  apprehend  that  the  question  here,  is  not  whe* 
ther  there  was  fraud  or  no  fraud,  nor  whether  there 
was  a  contrivance  to  get  an  undue  advantage  or  not; 
but  the  question  is,  whether  thb  Court  will  permit  a 
person  standing  in  the  fiduciary  and  confidential  situ- 
ation in  which  the  Bishop  then  was,  to  make  himself 
an  interested  party  in  the  very  transaction  which  he 
was  bound  as  trustee  most  vigilantly  to  superintend. 
What  Lord  Eldon  said  on  this  subject  is  calculated 
to  make  an  impression  on  every  mind ;  he  says  (speak- 
ing quite  generally  of  trustees  and  persons  in  fiduciary 
situations),  **  If  a  trustee  can  buy  in  an  honest  case,  he 
may  in  a  case  having  that  appearance,  but  which,  from 
the  infirmity  of  human  testimony,  may  be  grossly  other- 
wise." The  impossibility  of  detecting  the  conduct  of 
parties  placed  in  such  situations,  is  the  reason  which 
imposes  upon  the  Court  a  necessity,  which  I  believe  has 
always  been  acted  on,  of  saying  that  such  transactions 
shall  not  stand  at  all.  You  have  not  the  means  of 
finding  out  all  the  modes  in  which  advantage  can  be 
taken;  and,  tlierefore,  it  is  safer,  and  the  interests  of 
society  require,  that  you  should  forbid  such  transactions 
altogether. 

It 
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It  is  andoiibtedly  a  great  satis&cdon  to.  observe^  that 
in  die  course  of  these  proceedings  the  Bishop  intended  to 
do  what  was  right;  be  however  violated  the  rale  of  law, 
and  at  no  vexy  long  period  afterwards  he  was  apprised 
of  the  difficulty  in  which  he  had  placed  himself, — he 
was  at  that  early  period  placed  on  his  guard,  and  had 
then  the  opportunity  of  making  provisions  for  the  chance 
of  die  transaction  being  afterwards  set  aside. 


It  appears  to  me  the  Bishop  was  making  what  he 
thought  a  proper  and  an  advantageous  arrangement  for 
himself;  but  he  had  not  the  slightest  idea  of  defrauding 
the  rectory.  I  think  it  is  but  due  to  those  who  are  now 
claiming  under  him  to  say,  that  such  is  the  strong  impres-* 
sion  which  I  have  on  my  mind,  and  that  I  do  not  think 
there  is  the  smallest  imputation  which  can  rest  on  his 
memory ;  -—  no  such  charge  is  made  by  the  bill,  and  the 
counsel  for  the  Plaintiff  have  most  carefiilly  abstained 
from  making  any  such  imputation.  The  simple  ques« 
tion,  however,  to  which  we  are  brought  in  this  case  is, 
whether  such  a  transaction  as  this  is,  can,  consistently 
widi  the  rules  of  law,  be  allowed  to  stand.  I  am  of 
opinion  it  cannot,  because  it  is  a  clear  violation  of  those 
mles  which  have  been  established  for  the  defence  of 
those  whose  interests  and  property  have  been  com- 
mitted to  the  protection  of  persons  placed  in  a  fiduciary 
situation ;  on  that  ground  alone  I  think  thb  case  is  to 
be  determined. 


It  is  said,  that  length  of  time  is  to  operate  as  a  bar ; 
but  I  apprehend  that  time  runs  in  this  case  only  fiY>m 
the  period  when  the  present  rector  was  appointed ;  the 
Bishop  was,  in  one  sense,  a  trustee  for  the  several  rectors, 
he  was  to  protect  the  interest  of  the  rectory,  not  only 
for  Mr.Fi^aser  the  incumbent  at  that  particular  time, 
but  all  future  rectors ;  and  if  Mr.  Frasa^  had  either  so 

involved 
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involved  himself  in  the  transaction  that  he  could  not  set  1940* 
it  aside,  or  if  he  was  so  interested  or  so  well  satisfied  that 
he  did  not  choose  to  set  it  aside,  surely  that  is  no  rea- 
son whatever  why  the  person  who  succeeded  him  should 
not  be  allowed  to  complain.  The  question  is,  what 
is  now  to  be  done.  The  Bishop  and  those  who  daim 
under  him  have  been  repaid  the  20002.  and  interest; 
that  is  admitted  in  the  answer.  Then  who  is  injured  ? 
The  Bishop  and  those  who  claim  under  him  have 
been  repaid  the  money  advanced,  with  interest,  and  al- 
diougfa  the  annuity  will  now  be  determined  to  the  dis- 
appointment of  parties  claiming  under  the  Bishop,  yet 
this  is  the  consequence  of  the  transaction  into  which 
he  entered,  and  those  who  claim  under  him  must  be 
bound  by  it  What  the  Plaintiff  says  is  this:-^th|e 
rectory  was  benefited  to  the  amount  of  2000/.,  and 
that  has  been  repaid  out  of  the  income  of  the  rectory,  •— 
repaid  it  is  true,  out  of  the  income  of  the  rectory  while 
in  the  enjoyment  of  Mr.  Fra$er;  but  what  has  the  De- 
fendant to  do  with  that  ?  The  Bishop  and  those  claim- 
ing under  him  have  been  repaid,  and  the  debt  incurred 
by  the  rectory  having  been  satisfied,  the  annuity  ought 
tocease. 

It  being  admitted  in  the  answer  that  the  2000L  and 
the  interest  have  been  repaid,  I  am  of  opinion,  that  the 
annuity  deed  ought  to  be  delivered  up  to  be  cancelled. 


Affirmed  by  the  Lord  Chancellor^  l^th  Janway\%A\, 
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1840. 

July  18.  BARKER  V.  SMARK. 

A  vendor  con-  fTIHE  Defendant  Smart  purchased  a  moiety  of  cer- 

tete  to  a  pur-  ^'^  property  for  the  sum  of  30002^  which  was 

cha^r,  Md      conveyed  to  him  in  September  1829,  in  consideration  of 

for  the  pur-      8000/.  in  the  deed  expressed  to  be  paid. 

chase  money. 

He  afterwards 

sued  at  law  on      The  purchase-money  was  not  however  paid  at  the 

in^eq^°y'in!^  time,  but  a  bond  dated  the  SOth  otjune  1829  was  given 

fiisting  on  his    by  Smart  for  the  payment  of  the  30002.  and  interest, 
equitable  hen. 
He  was  put  to 

which^ourt*"       ^°  *®  ^^^  of  May  1840,  the  PlaintiflBi,  who  repre- 

he  would  pro-  sented  the  vendor,  filed  their  bill  against  Smart  and 

^^^  *  others  to  have  it  declared  that  they  had  an  equitable 

lien  on  the  property  for  the  payment  of  the  3000/.  and 

interest,  and  for  an  account  and  payment  by  means  of  a 

sale  of  the  estate,  or  that  a  legal  mortgage  might  be 

made  to  them  by  the  Defendants. 

On  the  10th  of  Jitne  1840,  the  Plaintiffs  also  com« 
menced  an  action  at  law  on  the  bond,  for  the  recovery 
of  the  3000^  and  interest 

On  the  9th  of  July^  the  Defendant  Smarts  after  put- 
ting in  his  answer,  obtained  ex  parte^  an  order  that 
the  Plaintiffs  should  elect  within  eight  days  in  which 
court  they  would  proceed.  It  was  now  moved  on  the 
part  of  the  Plaintiffs,  that  this  order  might  be  discharged 
with  costs. 

Mr.  CfiandlesSf  in  support  of  the  motion  contended, 
that  the  order  had  been  obtained  on  a  false  suggestion, 
namely,  that  the  Plaintiff  was  prosecuting  the  Defendant 

both 
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both  at  law  and  in  equity  for  one  and  the  same  matter :  1840. 
whereas  the  Plaintiff  was  proceeding  agamst  the  De- 
fendant personally  at  law  and  against  the  estate  in 
equity;  on  that  groundi  he  contended,  that  the  order 
Ibr  election  ought  to  be  dischai^ged;  Milb  y,  Fty.  {a) 
He  aigued  also  that  a  mortgagee  was  entitled  to  avail 
himself  of  all  hb  remedies  at  one  and  the  same  Ume : 
and  that  the  decision  of  Greenwood  v.  Taylor  {b)  had 
been  disapproved  of  in  the  recent  case  of  H^bson  v. 
Bcgg.{c) 

Mr.  PemberUm  and  Mn  Teed^  contrd^  insisted  on  the 
regularity  of  the  order  to  elect  and  distinguish  this  from 
the  case  of  a  legeX  mortgage. 

Mr.  CkandlesSf  in  reply. 

The  Mastsb  of  the  Rqlls  said,  that  although  a 
mortgagee  was  entitled  to  pursue  all  his  remedies  con- 
currently, yet  in  this  case  where  the  vendor  had  taken  a 
bond  to  secure  the  purchase-money,  he  could  not  be 
permitted  to  sue  at  law  and  in  equity  at  the  same  time: 
that  this  order  to  elect  would  not  prejudice  the  Plain- 
ti£^  for  if  he  failed  in  one  remedy  he  might  resort  to 
the  other. 

(a)  9  Vei^^B.  9.  (c)  S  Myl.  ^  Craig, 445. 

(b)  1  R.  ^  AfyL  185. 
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1840. 


•^•7  of'  LANE  0.  PAUL. 

Jmy  SI. 

^ht^^S?**  O^  **  ^  "^  ■*'^*  ^'^^  Plaintiflf  gave  notice  of  a 

cept  to  the  ^"^  motion  for  the  production  of  docoments  admitted 

2lS2?faf  in-  *'y  *^®  answer  of  the  Defendants  to  be  in  their  posses- 

fuffidepcy,  u  sion»  but  the  notice  contained  no  reservation  of  its  bdng 

n^^SSfoS'  made  «  without  prejudice  to  the  Plaintiff's  right  of  ex- 

production  of  ceptiDff  to  the  answer." 

papers, 

founded  on 

i^misfliontin        Qn  the  29th  of  JMw  the  motion  was  brought  on, 
tne  aniwer.  *^  ^     ^ 

It  it  un-       when  an  order  made  against  one  Defendant;  exceptions 

|JJ^J^J^2^°^^  to  the  answer  for  insufficiency  were  delivered  on  the 

move  ^  with-    same  day. 

oat  prgudice 

to  the  Piun- 

tifs  ri^t  to        On  the  1 1th  oijune  the  same  motion  was  made  and 

Itunottrae  discussed  as  to  another  Defendant,  and  on  the  same  day 

"ropo^ion      ^^  exceptions  for  insufficiency  were  referred  to  the 

that  an  innif-    Master. 

ficient  anfwer 

M  no  answer. 

A  motion  was  now  made  on  the  part  of  the  Defend- 
ant to  discharge  the  order  referring  the  exceptions  on 
the  ground  of  irr^ularit^,  it  having  been  made  after 
the  motion  to  produce  the  documents,  and  after  an 
order  had  been  made  on  admissions  contained  in  the 
answer. 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Kinglake,  in  support  of  the 
motion  contended,  that  by  moving  on  admissions  in  the 
answer  without  any  reservation  of  the  right  to  except, 
the  Plaintiff  had  affirmed  the  sufficiency  of  the  answer; 
for  an  insufficient  answer  being  considered  no  answer, 
the  Plaintiff  by  adopting  it  for  the  purposes  of  the  mo- 
tion htfd  assumed  its  sufficiency. 

That 
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Thtft  the  practice  was  thus  stated  in  MaddocVs  Chan^  1840. 
eery  Practice,  (a)  *^  After  an  application  to  pay  money 
into  court  founded  on  an  admission  in  the  answer,  the 
Plaintifl^  it  has  been  held,  cannot  except  to  the  answer; 
a  special  motion  in  such  cases  should  be  made  for  pay- 
ment of  money  into  court  without  prejudice  to  a  refer* 
ence  for  insufficiency;  no  direct  authority  was  cited, 
but  that  was  the  opinion  of  the  registrar  which  the  Vice- 
Chancellor  confirmed;"  Bawe  v.  Andersen.  (6) 

Mr,  Lofius  Lowndes^  contra^  contended  that  the  prac- 
tice was  otherwise.  That  if  such  a  motion  had  the  effect 
of  preventing  exceptions  being  afterwards  taken,  the 
t'lamtiff  could  not  prevent  that  result  by  stating  in  his 
own  notice  of  motion  that  it  was  to  be  made  ^^  without 
prejudice,''  or  in  such  a  mode  as  not  to  produce  the 
effect  which,  it  was  assumed,  the  court  attributed  to 
it;  in  Phillips  v.  Stephenson  (c)^  the  Court  refused  to 
insert  this  qualification  in  the  order;  he  referred  also 
to  a  case  of  Dams  v.  FraMyn  lately  before  the  Lord 
Chancellor. 

Mr.  Penibertan^  in  reply. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  said  he  would  take  an 
opportunity  of  inquirmg  into  the  practice. 


The  Master  qfthe  Roixs.  Jk/ysi. 

In  diis  case  the  Plainti£^  having  given  notice  of  a 
motion  for  the  production  of  documents,  stated  in  the 
schedules  to  the  answer,  took  exceptions  to  the  answer, 
and  caused  the  same  to  be  delivered  on  the  same  day 
on  which  an  order  was  made  upon  the  motion ;  and  he 

afterwards 

'  (a)  Vol.  ii.  3d  ed.  p.  422.  (c)  11  Price,  753. 

(6)  ilfoy  15.1819.MSS. 
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]8iO«       afterwards  obtained  an  order  to  refer  the  exceptions  to 
the  Master  in  the  usual  manner. 

The  notice  of  motion  did  not  express,  as  is  often 
done,  that  the  motion  was  intended  to  be  made  without 
prejudice  to  the  Plaintiff's  right  to  except  to  the  answer ; 
and  the  Defendant,  ailing  that  the  motion  was  an  ac* 
ceptance  of  the  answer  or  a  waiver  of  the  exceptionsy 
now  moves  that  the  order  referring  the  exceptions  may 
be  discharged  for  irregularity.  Hcrme  v.  Andtrsoriy  which 
was  .cited  at  the  bar,  is  the  only  decided  case  which  has 
been  found  on  the  subject,  and  it  is  in  favour  of  the 
motion;  but  it  appears  from  a  note  of  the  late  Mr. 
Walker  that  that  case  was  decided  upon  a  notion  that  a 
like  order  had  been  made  by  Lord  Eldon  in  the  case  of 
Bicme  V.  Gudgeon^  which  seems  to  have  been  a  mistake^ 
the  order  in  Baaoe  v.  Gudgeon  having  been  made  by  Sir 
J%omas  Pbmer,  and  being  made  in  the  common  form 
for  the  production  of  papers  without  prejudice  to  the 
Plaintiff 's  right  to  excepts 

Under  these  circumstances  Bcme  v.  Anderson  cannot 
be  considered  as  a  conclusive  authority ;  and  it  appears 
to  me  that  the  words  *^  without  prejudice  "  so  frequently 
introduced  into  notices  of  motion  made  upon  the  answer 
before  the  time  for  excepting  has  expired,  can  only  be 
considered  as  made  from  abundant  caution,  and  cannot 
in  the  absence  of  direct  decision  be  taken  as  conclusive 
evidence,  that  if  the  words  were  not  introduced,  the  mo- 
tion would  be  a  waiver  of  the  exceptions. 

Though  an  answer  which  is  found  insufficient  may 
be  treated  as  no  answer,  as  to  the  points  on  which  it  is 
so  found,  yet  it  is  not  true,  as  a  general  proposition,  that 
an  insufficient  answer  is  no  answer :  an  answer,  insuffi- 
cient in  many  points,  may  yet  in  other  points  be  most 

important 
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important  to  the  Plaintifi^  and  sufficient  to  bind  the       1840» 
most  important  interests  of  the  Defendant.  ^La*^^*^ 

o. 
I  recollect  no  instance  in  which  an  order  for  pro-  "''^' 
daction  of  papers  or  payment  of  money  into  Court  has 
not  been  made  without  prejudice  to  the  right  of  except- 
ing when  so  asked,  nor  any  instance  in  which  it  has 
been  suggested,  that  the  words  <*  without  prejudice,  ftc", 
when  aske^  for,  ought  not  to  be  inserted;  and  it  ap- 
pears to  me^  that  if  the  Defendant  by  the  answer  admits 
sufficient  to  entitle  the  Plaintiff  to  a  production  of 
papers,  it  would  be  unjust  to  say,  that  the  Plaintiff  shall 
not  have  the  production,  without  depriving  himself  of 
the  time  to  except  to  other  parts  of  the  answer,  which 
the  general  rules  of  the  Court  permit 

The  answer,  though  sufficient  for  the  motion,  may  be 
very  insufficient  in  other  respects ;  and  supposing  that 
upon  the  answer  filed,  there  is  a  clear  right  to  have 
money  or  papers  brought  into  Court,  and  yet  that  it  is 
not  dear  whether  it  would  be  for  the  Plaintiff's  benefit 
to  except  to  any  other  part  of  the  answer,  there  seems 
no  reason  why  during  the  time  which  the  general  rules 
of  the  Court  allow  for  that  purpose,  he  should  be 
obliged  either  to  delay  his  motion  to  obtain  the  order  to 
which  he  is  entitled,  or  to  lose  the  time  for  further  con- 
sideration upon  the  other  parts  of  the  answer ;  and  it 
being  understood  that  by  the  general  rules  the  Plaintiff 
has  a  certain  limited  time  to  except  to  the  answer,  it 
does  not  appear  that  the  Defendant  can  be  injured  by 
the  omission  of  the  words  <<  without  prejudice,  &c."  in 
the  notice  of  motion  for  production  of  papers. 

I  am  therefore  of  opinion  that  this  motion  must  be 
refused,  but  considering  the  doubts  which  have  existed 
on  the  practice,  and  the  case  of  Jtawe  v.  Anderson^  it  is 
refused  without  costs. 
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1840. 

Jfdy2Q.  FINCH  w.  BEOWN. 

Theordinaiy    l^R.  FINCH  being  entitM  to  an  estate  in  the 

mortgagor  and  *^  "*"  county  of  Beris^  the  whole  of  which  was  subject 

mortgagee  m    ^  ^  mortgage  for  1000/.,  agreed  to  sell  a  portion  of  it, 

that  the  Court  called  the  Shori-'Grooe  Cloie^  to  a  Mr.  Brawn* 

will  not  direct 

an  account 

with  annual         Ilk  September  1811   possession  was  taken  by  Mr. 

¥raM  an  arr^   Brawn  of  the  part  he  had  purchased,  without  however 

of  interest  due  payinff  the  purchase-money  for  it. 

on  the  mort-     ^  .^   -©         r  j 

gage  at  the 

time  of  the  j^^  January  181S,  Mr.  Brciwn  obUbed  a  transfer  of 

mor^agee  s  *^ 

taking  po»-       the  mortgage,  which,  as  before  observed,  extended  over 

"^  A  property  ^^  whole  estate.    At  that  time  there  was  due  on  the 

was  subject  to  mortgage  for  principal  the  sum  of  10002L,  and  for  in- 

iooi^Ta.B.  terest  1012L    On  the  other  hand,  there  was  due  from 

agreed  with  Brawn  to  Finch^  for  the  amount  of  purchaseHHon^  of 

gagor  for  the  the  Short-^Grooe  Closet  and  for  interest  fix>m  the  time  he 

pSSTof  this  ^^^  possession,  the  sum  of  S65L    On  the  balance, 

property,  and  therefore,  of  accounts  there  was  due  from  Finch  to  Brawn 

jSor  in  J^««««y  181«  the  s""  o^  7S6i 
without  pay- 
chase  money.        No  further  interest  appeared  to  have  been  paid  on 

bo  ^  h\'  ^  tf  *  ^^®  mortgage,  and  Brawn^  in  August  1816,  recovered 

whole  mort-  and   retained  possession  of  the   mor^ged   proper^, 

iwo/  on  ^y  "™^"s  of  the  rents  received  by  him,  the  whole 

which  an  ar-  arrear  of  interest  was  paid  off  by  Naoember  1823.   After 

of  101/.  was  ^^  ^^^^  ^^^  annual  interest  amounted  to  about  SO/., 

due  There  while  the  average  rentel  amounted  to  nearly  70/.  a  year. 
was  at  tne  rw^t. 

same  time  due  1  ne 

from  A,  B,^  in 

respect  of  his  purchase,  565/.  Nothing  further  being  paid  by  the  mortgagor, 
A.  B.  in  1816  recovered  possession  of  the  proper^.  The  rents  exceeded  the 
amount  of  interest,  and  in  1SS5  the  whole  arrear  of  interest  had  been  pud  oift 
The  Court  refused  to  direct  annual  rests. 
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The  snm  of  5182.  was  stOl  dae  to  18S5  on  the  balance        1840. 

f 

of  accounts,  aboat  800/.  having  been  paid  for  repairs,  > 
&c  by  the  mortgagee. 

The  canse  coming  on  for  farther  directions  on  the 
BCaster'a  report,  who  had  ascertained  die  particulars  of 
theaccoont, 

Mr.  PanberUm  and  Mr.  CoUridge  contended,  that 
under  the  drcnmstances,  and  the  rents  eTceeding  the 
interest  from  1828,  the  accounts  ought  to  be  now  taken 
with  annual  rests. 

Mr.  Tinney  and  Mr.  £•  MoniagUf  contrdf  cited  WUson 
V.  Meiealfe  (a),  Davis  v.  MiOf  (i),  and  Latter  v.  Dash^ 
"wood,  (c) 

The  Master  cf  the  Rojjls  said  he  must  consider 
that  there  was  an  arrear  of  interest  due  when  the  mort- 
gagee took  possession,  and  that  the  ordinary  rule  there- 
fere  applied,  which  was  not  to  direct  annual  rests  in 
such  a  case. 

(a)  1  Bmu.  S50.  (c)  6  Simmt,  46S. 

(b)  19  Fes.  98J. 
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1839. 

J^y  M.  MEHRTENS  «.  ANDREWS. 

A  teitator,      HPHE  testator  J,  G.  Bats,  bong  possessed,  amoDgst 

'  1787,  directed  other  proper^,  of  two  leaseholds,  the  first  bong 

!■■'  "^J!^^  ^  held  for  a  term  of  sixty-one  years  from  Miehaetnutt  1 75S, 

inTetted,  and    at  a  rent  of  SOJL,  and  the  second  for  a  term  of  twenty* 

hegaredie  ^^  gg„  gf^n,  Midsummer  1759,  at  a  rent  of  SOIL, 
same  to  nis  ^^  ' 

wife  for  life,     made  his  will,  dated  in  1761,  whereby  he  gave  to  Jokn 

hir£"4hte^  ^^"^^  ^^  ^^"^  ^^'^^^  ^^  ^^  '^^^^  ^f  ^^  <»^<^ 
with  re-  and  efiects,  upon  the  special  trust  that  they  should,  as 

the  Plaintii&.    ^^^  ^  might  be  after  his  decease^  convert  the  same 

Theexecaton  jnto  money,  and  invest  the  same  at  interest  on  ffovem* 
neglected  to  ® 

convert  some  ment  or  Other   securities,  and  pay  the  interest  to  his 

leweholds^^^  ^if^  fop  Ijfe^  ^jjh  remainder   to  his   daughter  Sarah 

the  succesiive  Duppa  for  life,  with  remamder  to  her  children,  and  in 

Ufeufenjoy  ^^^^^  ^  ^^  ^^^  ^^  ^^  living  at  the  death  oS Sarah 

the  aame  until  Digapa  (who^  in  the  events  which  happened,  proved 

piration*  to  be  the  Plamtiffs  in  this  cause),  and  he  appointed 

After  their      j^^fi  Savage  and  James  Savage  his  executors* 

deaths  the  ® 

Plaintiffs  filed 

^^ni^t  ie  re.      I»  ^  ^7  the  testator  died,  and  his  will  was  proved  by 

presentatives    his  executorse       They  realised    the  other  residuary 

cuton  ^ra     ^^tate,  and  invested  it  in  70002.  consols,  but  they  did 

general ac  not  sell  the  leasehold  property;  in  the  same  year 
count.    The  r    r     /  / 

executors,  V*«w7;, 

who  had  no 

personal  knowledge  of  the  matter,  represented  the  residue  to  conust  of  a  sum  in 
the  funds;  and  they,  by  their  answer,  amonfitt  other  piqpers,  admitted  the  leases  to 
be  in  thdr  possession.  At  the  hearing  the  Plaindffi  waived  the  accounts,  and  took 
the  money  in  the  funds.  They  afterwards  discovered  the  breach  of  trust  in  respect 
of  the  leaseholds,  and  filed  a  supplemental  bill  to  obtain  relief  in  respect  Uiereof. 
The  Court,  notwithstanding  the  former  decree,  decided  in  their  fiivour,  but  with- 
out costs. 

Executors  who,  contrary  to  the  trusts  of  the  will,  had  permitted  the  tenant  for  life 
to  enjoy  leasehold  property  in  q>ecie,  the  title  to  which  was  bad,  but  of  which  no 
advantage  was  taken  by  the  owners  of  the  property,  being  responsible  for  the  mlue 
of  the  leane  at  the  testator's  death :  Held  that  such  value  should  be  ascertained^ 
having  regard  to  the  ef^ojfmeni  actuaify  had  thereunder. 
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(1767)»  the  widow  and  the  two  executors  demised  the  I8S9. 
first-mentioQed  leasehold  proper^  for  twenty-one  years» 
detenninable  at  the  end  of  seven  or  fourteen  years^  at  a 
rent  of  ISSl.  16s.;  and  in  the  same  year  the  executors^ 
for  a  nominal  consideration,  assigned  the  second  men- 
tioned property  for  the  residue  of  the  term  unexpired 
therein. 

The  first  mentioned  property  waa  afterwards  let  on 
lease  by  the  widow  and  Sarah  Duppa^  and  the  whole 
rents  were  received  by  them  during  the  c<Hitinuance  of 
the  lease. 

The  widow  died  in  1789;  the  first  mentioned  lease 
expbed  in  1814,  and  lAx%.Sarah  Bwpfa  having  died  in 
1881  without  issue,  the  ultimate  limitation  thereupon 
took  effect  in  favour  of  the  Plaintiffs,  who  were  fo- 
reigners* 

The  Defendant  Gilht  was  the  executor  of  Sarak 
DujjpOf  who  was  the  surviving  executrix  of  the  sur- 
viving executor  of  the  testator;  and  he  thus  represented 
both  the  original  testator  and  Sarah  Duppa.  In  18S2, 
and  after  the  death  of  Sarah  Duppa^  the  Plainti£b  filed 
their  bill  against  Gilbs  and  others  for  a  general  account 
of  the  estate  of  the  testator.  Gibbs^  who  was  a  mere  re- 
presentative^ and  was  very  imperfectiy  acquamted  with 
the  affiurs  of  the  testator,  stated  by  hb  answer,  that  the 
wbole  residue  consisted  of  the  money  in  the  funds,  but 
he  admitted  the  leases,  &c.  relating  to  the  leaseholds  to 
be  in  his  possession.  The  cause  came  on  for  hearings 
when  the  Flaintifi  waived  taking  the  accounts  of  the 
estate,  and  having  on  a  reference  been  found  to  be  the 
next  of  kin  entided  under  the  testator's  will,  they,  on 
the  cause  coming  on  for  further  directions,  obtained  an 
order  for  dividing  the  funds  amongst  them. 

Having 
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1899.  Having  afterwaitb,  as '  they  staled^  dtfloofered  the 

facts  relating  to  the  leasdiolda,  and  all^^  that  they 
had  been  misled  by  the  emmeons  stafeeraent  in  the 
answer  of  GfiMs,  they  filed  the  second  bill  to  recover 
the  amoont  of  the  value  of  the  leasdulds  at  the  testa- 
tor's death. 

The  leases  were  alleged  by  the  Defendants  to  have 
been  granted  by  a  tenant  in  tail,  idio  had  power  to 
lease  for  twentf-one  years  only,  and  who  died  withont 
issue,  and  without  having  suffered  a  recovery. 

The  cause  now  came  on  for  hearing,  when 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Wright  contended,  that  by 
the  non-conversion  of  the  property  according  to  the 
specific  directions  in  the  will,  a  breach  of  trust  had  been 
committed,  for.  which  the  Defendants  were  responsible ; 
that  the  Plaintiffs  had  not  been  guilty  of  any  laches  ; 
that  time  did  not  run  until  the  death  of  the  tenant  for 
life,  when  the  class  to  take  became  for  the  first  time  as* 
certained.  That  the  waiver  of  accounts  had  been  made 
by  the  Plaintifis  in  ignorance  of  their  rights,  and  ought 
not  therefore  to  deprive  them  of  the  relief  now  sought 
by  their  supplemental  bill. 

Mr.  Kinderdey  and  Mr.  Shadwell  for  the  Defendants, 
submitted,  that  the  present  suit  ought  not  to  be  enter- 
tained after  the  Plaintiff's  wdver  of  the  accounts  in  the 
former  suit  They  also  insisted,  that  the  lease  of  1768, 
having  been  granted  by  a  tenant  in  tail  who  had  the 
power  to  lease  for  twenty-one  years  only,  and  who  died 
without  ^having  snfiered  a  recovery,  was  therefore  void 
as  agunst  those  in  remainder,  and  had  expired  in  1774, 
after  which  the  parties  had  become  mere  tenants  at  will. 
They  argued  also  that  at  this  distance  of  time  it  ought 
^^     to 
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to  be  assumed  that  the  tenants  for  life  bad  become  the       1839. 
purchasers  of  the  leaseholds ;  that  the  Defendants  w^re^ 
at  the  utmost,  liable  only  for  the  value  of  the  leaseholds 
at  the  testator's  death,  having  regard  to  the  bad  title ; 
and  that  the  Plamtiffi  were  barred  by  the  lapse  of  time. 

Mr.  Pemberton^  in  reply.  No  length  of  time  will  bar 
a  trust,  and  parties  whose  interests  are  contingent  are 
not  bound  to  assert  their  rights  until  such  interests 
come  into  possession.  The  value  of  the  leases  must  be 
ascertained  with  reference  to  the  enjoyment  had  there- 
under. 

7^  Master  of  the  Rous. 

This  is  one  of  those  cases  which  one  cannot  contem- 
plate without  very  great  regret,  for  whatever  may  have 
been  the  conduct  of  the  parties  at  the  time  when  thb 
transaction  took  place,  still  this  suit,  if  successful,  will 
have  the  effect  of  depriving  innocent  parties  of  that  to 
which  they  had  every  reason  to  think  themselves  en- 
titled, and  who  have  had  no  reason  to  believe  that  their 
interests  would  be  contested. 

The  direction  in  the  will  of  the  testator  was  distinct, 
it  was  therefore  the  duty  of  the  executors  and  trustees 
to  have  obeyed  that  direction,  and  to  have  converted 
the  leaseholds  into  money.  That  course,  however,  was 
not  pursued,  they  permitted  the  successive  tenants  for 
life  to  enjoy  the  whole  income,  so  that  on  their  death 
the  whole  interest  was  gone,  and  nothing  was  reserved 
for  those  who  became  entitled  in  remainder. 

It  is  attempted  to  answer  this  by  saying  that  al- 
though the  lease  had  been  granted  for  sixty-one  years, 
yet  it  was  granted  upon  a  bad  title :  that  th^  ^fssor  was 

only 
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1839.  only  tenant  in  taO,  and  had  no  right  to  grant  a  longer 
lease  than  that  which  a  tenant  in  tail  has  the  power  to 
grant  It  is  not  very  material  how  that  may  be,  for  if 
the  parties  who  became  successively  entitled  to  this  pro- 
perty after  the  death  of  the  tenant  in  tail  did  not  think 
fit  to  dispute  the  lease,  but  allowed  it  to  continue  as  if  it 
were  a  legal  and  valid  lease,  and  thereby  permitted  the 
persons  who  were  to  enjoy  the  benefit  of  it  under  the 
will  to  recdve  the  whole  profit,  such  persons  were  not 
entitled  to  retain  the  whole  profit  for  theur  own  b^ 
nefit,  but  ought  to  have  secured  it  for  all  the  persons 
entitled  under  the  testator's  willf  and  amongst  them 
for  the  contingent  legatees.  It  is  said,  and  perhaps 
truly,  that  if  this  property  had  been  sold  at  the  time,  a 
very  small  sum  would  have  been  produced  for  the 
tenants  for  life  and  those  in  remainder,  but,  however 
that  might  have  been,  the  proper^  ought  to  have  been 
secured  for  the  persons  in  remainder;  and  if  by  the, 
forbearance  of  those  who  were  entitled  to  dispute  the 
validity  of  the  lease,  profit  was  made  by  it,  the  whole  of 
it  ought  not  to  have  been  received  by  the  tenants  for  life 
alone,  but  all  the  persons  entitled  under  the  will  were 
entitled  to  their  proportion  of  the  benefit  of  it 

It  is  then  said,  that  the  Plaintifis  are  precluded  by 
the  length  of  time  which  has  occurred  since  these 
transactions  took  place.  The  tenant  for  life  died  in 
1881,  upon  which  event  the  Plainti£Fs'  interest  first 
vested  absolutely,  and  thb  bill  was  filed  in  18S6.  It  is 
true  that  the  Plaintifis  might  immediately  on  the  death 
of  the  testator  have  filed  a  bill  to  have  their  interests 
secured,  but  they  were  under  no  obligation  to  do  so, 
and  their  neglect  so  to  do  did  not  authorise  the  trustees 
and  executors  to  deal  with  their  property  in  the  way 
they  have  done;  persons  entitled  in  remainder  or  con- 
tingency only,  are  not  to  be  precliided  from  relief  be- 
cause 
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cause  they  do  not  file  their  bill  until  after  their  interests        18S9. 

have  become  vested  in  possession.    I  am  therefore  of    )l^^^^^^ 

Mehbteks 
opinion^  that  no  such  time  elapsed  between  the  death  of  v. 

the  tenant  for  life  in  1851,  and  the  filing  of  this  bill  as     ^'^^^'^•^ 

to  deprive  these  parties  of  relief. 

With  respect  to  the  former  suit,  if  there  were  any 
thing  whatever  to  shew,  that  the  Plaintiffs  at  the  time 
when  they  prosecuted  that  suit  were  in  apy  degree 
aware  of  any  right  they  might  have  with  respect  to  the 
matter  now  complained  of^  I  should  certainly  have 
thought  their  conduct  such  as  would  have  prevented 
their  commencing  a  fresh  suit  for  the  relief  they  now 
ask;  but  this  does  appear  to  me  to  be  a  discovery 
made  since  that  time.  It  is  clear  that  the  decree  in  that 
cause  is  not  so  framed  as  to  give  to  the  parties  the  relief 
which  they  seek  for  in  this  cause;  and  I  think,  afler 
some  hesitation,  and  having  had  some  doubt  about  the 
matter  in  the  course  of  this  proceeding,  that  I  ought 
not  to  consider  that  decree  as  one  which  deprived  the 
Plaintiffs  of  the  relief  they  now  ask,  and  which,  inde- 
pendently of  that  decree,  they  would  be  most  clearly 
entitled  to.  Though  there  has  been  some  neglect,  I  think 
I  am  bound  to  give  the  Plaintifi  relief  but  I  oiight 
not  to  give  them  the  costs,  on  the  contrary,  having 
rqpird  to  the  other  suit,  the  costs  of  this  suit,  though 
fi>r  redress  against  a  breach  of  trust,  must  come  out  of 
the  sum  recovered. 

It  remains  to  be  considered  to  what  extent  the  De- 
fendants are  liable.  If  the  matter  had  been  rightly  con- 
ducted, the  leases  would  have  been  sold  on  the  testator's 
death:  the  produce  would  have  been  invested:  the  income 
would  have  been  paid  to  the  tenants  for  life,  and  the 
capital  preserved  for  those  entitled  in  remainder.  What 
b  to  be  ascertained  is  the  value  of  the  leases  at  the  time 

when 
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when  they  oa^t  to  have  been  sold.  I  should  scarcely 
think  it  worth  while  to  take  any  enquiry  as  to  the  <Hie 
which  was  assigned  for  a  nominal  consideration;  with 
respect  to  the  other  the  real  object  is  to  ascertain  what 
was  its  yalue  to  be  sold  at  the  time  when  it  ought  to 
have  been  sold,  which  I  apprehend  to  be  a  year  after 
the  death  of  the  testator.  Now  if  I  were  to  direct  it 
simply  in  that  way*  the  Defendant  would  of  course  say 
it  was  worth  nothing  to  be  sold,  because  there  was  a 
bad  tide.  I  cannot  think  that  that  would  be  right ;  what 
is  to  be  ascertained  is  the  value  of  the  lease,  having  re- 
gard to  the  enjoyment  which  was  actually  had  under  it } 
it  must  then  be  ascertained  how  much  stock  could  have 
been  purchased  with  that  amount,  and  that,  I  thmk,  is 
what  the  Plaindffi  are  entitled  to. 


1840. 


GILLETT  V.  PEPPERCORNE. 


A.  employed  fTIHE  Defendant,  a  stockbroker,  was  largely  interested 
SSkUtopur.  -■-  in  the  Sotdh  Ijmheth  Water  Works  Company,  of 
chase  some      which  he  was  also  an  active  director.     Having  recom* 

B,  apparently  mended  the  Plaintiff  to  make  investments  therein,  the 
bought  them  pi^intifl^  in  May  1826,  December  1880,  and  Jamtaty 
ostensible        18S1  respectively,  purchased  through  the  Defendant 

twenty-five  shares  in  the  undertaking,  and  which  shares 

were  transferred  to  the  Plaintiff  by  persons  named 

Emartf  Cdle^  and  Manmr^  respectively,  and  from  whom, 

apparently,  the  Defendant  purchased  such  shares  for 

the  Plaintiff.    It  subsequently  turned  out  that  at  the 

times  of  the  sales  these  shares  actually  belonged  to  the 

entering  into  Defendant^ 

the  question 

of  the  furaess  of  the  price,  Held  that  the  transactioo  was  void  on  grounds  of  public 
policy,  and  set  it  aside  with  costo. 


owner,  but 
who  after- 
wards turned 
out  to  be  a 
mere  trustee 
for  A    The 
Court,  after 
a  lapse  of 
several  vears, 
and  without 
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Defendant^  and  that  they  had  shortly  previous  been       1840. 

transferred  into  the  names  of  the  apparent  vendors,  as 

trustees  for  him.    Some  of  these  shares  had,  after  their 

purchase,  been  transferred  by  the  Plaintiff  to  his  sons  P«'«*co»»»- 

by  way  of  advancement;  but  they  were  retransferred  the 

day  previous  to  the  institution  of  this  suit  The  Plaintiff, 

as  he  alleged,  made  this  discovery  in  18S7»  and  in  1838  he 

filed  this  bill  to  set  aside  the  transaction,  on  the  ground 

that  it  was  not  competent  to  a  stockbroker  or  agent 

employed  to  purchase,  to  sell  his  own  shares  to  his- 

principal  in  the  name  of  another  party;  that  the  prices 

given  were  extravagant ;  that  the  Defendant  had  been 

guilty  of  firaudnlent  concealment  of  the  real  feet ;  and 

the  bill  prayed  that  the  Defendant  might  return  to  him 

the  purchase-money  given  for  the  shares,  with  mterest 

at  5  per  cent,  the  Plaintiff  offering  to  re-transfer  the 

shares,  and  all  the  profits  received  by  him. 

The  Defendant^  by  his  answer,  insisted  that  he  had 
not  acted  as  the  broker  of  the  Defendant,  but  merely  as 
a  fiiend;  that  the  prices  given  were  the  fair  market 
prices;  that  no  fraud  had  been  intended;  and  that  the 
transfer  had  been  nlade  through  the  medium  of  a  third 
party,  in  order  to  prevent  the  depression  in  the  price  of 
shares,  which  would  have  been  created  by  a  transfer  by 
one  so  intimately  connected  with  the  company ;  he  also 
relied  on  the  Statute  of  Limitations. 

There  was  no  evidence  of  the  prices  charged  being 
extravagant,  or  of  any  fraud  having  been  intfiaded,  and 
it  appeared  also,  that  the  Plaintiff  was  a  large  pro- 
prietor of  shares  purchased  from  other  persons. 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  L^ius  Wigram^  for  the  Plain- 
ti£^  argued  that  shares  of  this  description,  the  number 
of  which  were  limited,  had  no  market  price  like  the 

public 


80  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

1840.  public  fundsi  and  that  therefore  it  was  not  possible 
accurately  to  ascertain  their  real  value.  That  a  party 
employed  as  agent  to  purchase  on  behalf  of  his  prin* 
PswaicoiHE.  ^jp^  ^^  ^^  permitted,  by  the  rules  of  equity,  to  sell 
to  his  principal,  unless  he  clearly  informed  his  employer 
of  the  fact.  That  sales  so  made  were  altogether  void 
in  equity,  and  the  transaction  was  liable  to  be  set  aside. 
That  the  principle  had  been  settled  by  this  Court  and  the 
House  of  Lords  in  the  case  of  Brootman  v.  Rothschild*  (a) 
That  here  there  had  been  an  improper  concealment  of 
the  facts,  which  could  only  be  accounted  for  by  the 
party  intending  to  do  what  was  wrong ;  and  that  the 
Defendant  was  liable  to  refund  the  purchase-money, 
with  interest,  at  5  per  cent ;  Bick  v.  Motiey  (i).  Bate  v. 
Scales  (c),  and  Munch  v.  CockerelL  {d) 

Mr.  C.  P.  Cooper^  Mr.  Bethellj  and  Mr.  £.  Montagues 
contrhj  contended  that  the  Defendant  had  not  acted  as 
the  PlaintiflTs  broker,  but  gratuitously  as  his  friend ; 
and  that  the  advice  he  had  given  was  bon&Jldef  and  had 
turned  out  to  be  sound.  That  the  prices  given  for  the 
shares  did  not  exceed  their  market  value,  or  what  would 
have  been  given  to  a  third  party;  that  no  loss  had  been 
sustained,  and  consequently  that  the  allegations  in  the 
Plaintiff's  bill  failed.  That  the  Plaintiff  and  hb  son,  who 
had  access  to  the  company's  books,  must  be  taken  to  be 
cognizant  of  the  &cts;  that  theclelay  in  commencing  pro- 
ceedings was  a  bar  to  relief;  and  that  the  re-transfer  by 
the  son  to  enable  the  father  to  commence  thb  suit  was 
contrary  to  the  Statutes  of  Champerty  and  Maintenance, 
Prosser  v.  Edmonds  (^),  and  had  this  effect,  that  the  Plun- 
tiff  now  claimed  not  in  his  own  right,  but  as  represent- 
•   ing  his  son,  who  had  no  right  of  suit.  They  argued  also 

that 
(a)  3  Simmuy  ISS.,  8  Dow,  4*        (c)  18  Fenry,  40f. 
Ck  188.,  5  migh,  165.  N.  R.  {d)  9  Simofu,  339. 

(6)  8  iky.  4*  r.  318.  le)  XY.^CoL  481. 
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that  no  fraud  or  intention  to  deceive  existed;  that  the        1840. 

only  reason  for  transferring  through  a  third  party  was 

to  prevent  the  injurious  effect  which  would  result  in  the 

price  of  shares  in  the  market,  if  an  active  director  were  ^'''^coaNs, 

known  to  be  parting  with  his  interest  in  the  concern;  that 

the  proceeding  was  common  on  the  Stock  Exchange, 

and  was  known  by  the  name  of  an  assignment  by  double 

transfer ;  they  insisted  also  that  the  case  differed  from 

Brookman  v.  Rothschild^  where  there  were  a  series  of 

fictitbus  transactions,  terminating  in  a  loss. 

Mr.  Pemberfanj  in  reply,  contended  that  no  time 
would  bar  relief  in  respect  of  a  fraud ;  that  where  a  fraud 
had  been  committed  and  concealed,  the  onus  rested  on 
the  person  committing  it,  of  shewing  when  the  veil  had 
first  been  removed,  and  the  party  defrauded  first  made 
aware  of  his  rights. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

Though  this  case  has  necessarily  occupied  consider- 
able time,  and  has  been  argued  with  great  ability,  yet 
the  question,  as  it  seems  to  me,  is  a  very  simple  and 
short  one.  I  have  not  now  to  consider  what  was  the 
value  of  the  shares  when  bought  by  the  Plaintiff,  but 
I  have  simply  to  determine  on  the  validity  of  the  dif- 
ferent transactions  at  the  time  when  they  took  place. 
If  they  are  to  be  established,  both  parties  will  remain 
in  their  present  situation ;  but  if  otherwise,  it  must  be 
the  endeavour  of  the  Court  to  restore  them  to  the  situ- 
ation in  which  they  would  have  been,  if  these  transac- 
tions had  never  taken  place. 

It  appears  from  the  facts  admitted,  that  the  Plaintiff 
and  Defendant  in  this  case  had  been  on  terms  of  in- 
timacy for  a  great  length  of  time,  and  that  the  Plaintiff 

Vol.  III.  G  had 
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1840.  had  verj  fir^uently  employed  the  Defendant  as  his 
stockbroker  and  agent  The  Defendant  was  a  director 
and  the  principal  manager  of  the  Vauxhall  Water  Works 
^^»""^^*^- Company.  The  Plaintiff  began  to  have  an  interest  in  that 
company  about  jfyril  1826;  and  about  the  same  time^ 
or  in  the  beginning  of  the  following  month  of  Jldiay^ 
the  Plaintiff  was  desirous  of  increasing  his  interest  in 
the  company.  The  first  transaction,  which  is  impeached, 
was  completed  through  the  medium  of  the  Defendant 
on  the  8th  of  Me^;  and  it  appears  to  me  from  the 
documents,  that  in  that  transaction,  the  Defendant  did 
act  as  the  agellt  of  the  Pluntiff ;  that  transaction,  on 
the  face  of  it,  was  a  purchase  by  the  Defendant  of . 
ten  shares,  from  a  Mr.  Enart^  the  apparent  owner, 
who  conveyed  those  shares  to  the  Plaintiff  at  a  price 
amounting  altogether,  with  the  stamp,  to  the  sum  of 
9812. ;  and  it  seems  that  on  the  29th  of  4p^'4  ^  ^^^ 
days  before,  the  Defendant  had,  for  a  nominal  con- 
sideration, transferred  to  Mr.  Ewart  the  same  number 
of  shares;  and  on  the  whole,  it  appears  beyond  doubt, 
that  at  the  time  when  the  Defendant  was  apparently 
acting  as  the  agent  of  the  Plaintiff  in  purchasing  the 
shares  for  him  from  Mr.  JE^mart^  he  was,  in  fact,  selling 
and  causing  to  be  transferred  shares  which  were  his  own 
property. 

The  second  transaction  which  is  impeached  took 
place  in  December  1830;  upon  that  occasion  it  appears 
to  me  from  the  documents,  without  going  further,  that 
the  Defendant  was  acting  as  the  gratuitous  agent  of  the 
Plaintiff;  but  the  acting  gratuitously  makes  no  difference 
in  my  mind  as  to  the  result  of  this  transaction.  Mr. 
Benjamin  Cole  then  transferred  ten  shares  in  this  com- 
pany to  the  Plaintiff.  Now,  so  far  as  the  Plaintiff  could 
judge  from  the  transaction,  Mr.  Cole  appeared  to  transfer 
ten  shares  to  him,  or  according  to  his  nomination ;  and 

Mr. 
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Mr.  Peppereome  appeared  to  be  acting  as  the  agent  of      1840. 
the  Plaintifi^  procuring  that  transfer  and  effecting  that    ^7^*^^*^^ 
purchase ;  while  the  fact  was,  that  on  that  very  day  Mr.  v. 

Cak  had  received  ten  shares  from  a  person  of  the  name  Pep'ercorwb. 
of  DavieSf  and  on  the  same  day  Mr.  Davies,  for  a  no- 
minal consideration,  had  received  from  the  Defendant 
six  shares  in  that  company.  It  is  further  alleged  by  the 
bill,  that  at  some  considerable  time  previous,  Mr.  Davies 
had  also  received  from  the  Defendant  the  other  four 
shares  for  a  nominal  consideration;  but  I  do  not  consider 
that  to  be  proved. 

The  third  transaction  which  is  impeached  took  place 
on  the  20th  o(  January  1891.  Upon  that  occasion,  also, 
it  appears  to  me,  that  the  Defendant  was  acting  as  the 
agent  of  the  Plmntiff.  The  transaction,  on  the  face  of 
it,  was  a  purchase  from,  and  a  transfer  by  Mr.  Man- 
ning of  five  shares.  The  costs  of  those  shares  was 
454/.  175.  6d*.;  and  in  this  case,  as  in  the  former,  it 
seems  that  the  Defendant. had  previously  transferred 
those  five  shares  to  Mr.  Manning  for  a  nominal  con- 
sideration. To  the  extent,  therefore,  of  the  twenty*one 
shares,  it  appears  to  me  that  the  Defendant  sold  the 
shares  which  were  belonging  to  himself  to  the  Plaintiff, 
when,  at  the  time,  he  was  appearing  to  the  Plaintiff  to 
act  as  his  agent,  and  to  be  purchasing  -  them  from 
somebody  else.  The  single  question  in  this  case,  I 
apprehend  is,  whether  such  a  transaction  can  be  sup- 
ported. 

It  is  said  that  this  is  every  day's  practice  in  the  city. 
I  certainly  should  be  very  sorry  to  have  ,it  proved  to 
me  that  such  a  sort  of  dealing  is  usual ;  for  nothing 
can  be  more  open  to  the  commission  of  fraud  than  trans^ 
actions  of  this  nature.  Where  a  man  employs  another 
as  his  agent,  it  is  <m  the  faith  that  such  agent  will  act 
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1840.       in  the  matter  purely  and  dbinterestedly  for  the  benefit 
^^^^^     of  his  employer,  and  assuredly  not  with  the  notion  that 
o.  the  person  whose  assistance  is  required  as  agent,  has 

himself  ia  the  very  transaction,  an  interest  directly  op 
posed  to  that  of  his  principal.  It  frequently,  I  believe, 
happens  that  the  same  person  is  agent  for  both  parties, 
in  which  case  he  holds  an  even  hand,  and  acts,  in  one 
sense,  as  arbitrator  between  them ;  but  if  a  person  em- 
ployed as  agent  on  account  of  his  skill  and  knowledge  is 
to  have,  in  the  very  same  transaction,  an  interest  directly 
opposite  to  that  of  his  employer,  it  is  evident  that  the 
relation  between  the  parties  then  becomes  of  such  a  na« 
ture,  as  must  inevitably  lead  to  continued  disappoint- 
ment, if  not  to  the  continued  practice  of  fraud. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  these  transactions  cannot  be 
supported ;  not  only  are  they  in  themselves  so  extremely 
likely  to  lead  to  the  commission  of  fraud,  as  to  make 
them  directly  against  the  policy  of  the  law ;  but  in  those 
cases  which  have  occasionally  come  to  the  knowledge  of 
the  Court,  and  which  fortunately  have  not  been  frequent, 
it  has  invariably  been  found  that  fraud  has  been  the  re- 
suit  of  such  transactions.  It  is  not  necessary  to  shew 
that  fraud  was  intended,  or  that  loss  afterwards  took 
place  in  consequence  of  these  transactions,  because  the 
Defendant,  though  he  might  have  entertained  no  inten- 
tion whatever  of  fraud,  was  placed  in  such  a  situation  of 
trust  with  regard  to  the  Plaintiff  that  the  transaction 
cannot,  in  the  contemplation  of  this  Court,  be  considered 
valid. 

Being  for  these  reasons  of  opinion,  that  these  trans- 
actions cannot  stand,  the  next  question  is,  whether  any 
thing  has  taken  place  to  deprive  the  Plaintiff  of  the 
right  of  saying  to  Mr.  Peppercome^  **  Put  me  in  the 
situation  in  which  I  was  before ;  whether  these  shares 

were 
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were  of  greater  value  or  not,  I  do  not  choose  to  be  at       1840. 
the  risk  of  sellmg  the  shares  which  now  stand  in  my      q""^^^^ 
name :  they  have  been  transferred  to  mc  in  a  manner  o. 

which  the  law  does  not  warrant,  and  I  desire  to  be  "'™»coenb. 
placed  in  t^e  situation  in  which  I  should  have  been, 
if  the  transaction  had  never  taken  place."  First,  with 
regard  to  the  length  of  time ;  there  is  nothing  to  shew 
that  this  was  discovered  before  the  year  1837;  it  is 
not  sufficient  to  say  that  the  Plaintiff,  being  a  pro- 
prietor, might  have  gone  to  the  books  and  made  a 
search  and  found  out  all  these  matters,  or  that  the  son, 
being  a  director  and  having  the  books  before  him,  might 
have  made  thb  search ;  the  knowledge,  in  my  opinion, 
ought  to  have  been  brought  home  to  the  Plaintiff,  and  . 
this  has  not  been  done. 

With  respect  to  the  other  point  as  to  the  transfer 
made  previously  to  the  institution  of  the  suit,  I  do  not 
think  it  makes  any  difference.  The  prayer  of  the  bill,  to 
the  extent  of  the  twenty-one  shares,  must,  therefore,  be 
granted :  the  Defendant  ought  to  take  back  those  shares, 
with  all  the  dividends  which  have  been  paid  upon  them, 
and  he  ought  to  pay  to  the  Plaintiff  the  purchase-money, 
with  interest  at  the  rate  of  5  per  cent.,  and  the  costs  of 
this  suit. 
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1840. 

July  8.  HODGES  V.  The  CROYDON  Canal  Company. 


[com-    \^  ^^  ^^  incorporating  the  Croydon  Canal  Com- 
*°"        "^  pany  (41  G.  8.),  they  were  empowered  to  borrow 


A  canal  i 

pany  con- 

yeyed,  under 

their  common  money  by  mortgage  according  to  a  particular  form. 

seal,  the  canal^ 

works  and 

rates  to  a  In  1810  they  borrowed  800/.  from  L.  Brickwoodf 

hol?^&c\n-  ^h^ch  was  secured  by  mortgage  under  their  common 

til  repajjment   seal,  whereby  the  company  bargained  8cc.,  to  Brickwood 

money  bor-       the  canal  and  all  the  works,  and  all  the  rates  payable  by 

rowed  and  in-  virtue  of  the  act,  to  hold  8cc.,  until  the  said  sum  of  800/., 
terest.    There  -?  »  .  » 

was  no  cove-    with  interest  at  5/.  per  cent.,  should  be  repaid.    There 

nXnX"'  '^^  "»  «'^«°"'*  to  pay. 
the  modern 

limitations,  ^^  interest  had  been  paid  subsequent  to   October 

that  although  jgig,  and  under  an  act  of  the  5th  W.  4.  the  Crqudon 

the  mortgagee  -,.               ,,          i^»t».i          r^                n 

could  recover  Canal  was  sold  to  the  Crqtfdon  Railway  Company  for 

the  principal  40,250/.,  and  it  was  enacted  that  the  purchase-money 
withm  twenty         ,    „      -         ,  .      ,    ,        .  ,      ^       ,      ^       , 

years,  yet  his    and  all  other  the  monies  belonging  to  the  Croydon  Canal 

'*™  w  ofin-    Company,  should,  from  time  to  time,  be  paid  and  ap- 

terest  was        plied,  under  the  orders  and  directions  of  the  committee 

yeare!   '°  "*    ^^^  ^®  ^™®  being  of  such  company,  in  or  towards  the 

The  point     performing,  observing,  paying,  answering  and  satisiyinir 
in  dispute  was,     „     -  %       i     ^  i 

whether  a  &11  the  mortgage  and  other  debts,  contracts,  engage- 
mortgagee  ments,  damages  and  expenses,  and  all  other  claims, 
was  entitled  '  ,    ,.  ,  n.  .  i  ^  .  i 

to  six  years' or  demands  and  liabilities  whatsoever,  to  which  the  said 

wreare  of  kh-  ^*°*^  company  were  or  ipight  be  subject  or  liable,  and 
terest.  The  which  were  or  ought  to  be  performed,  observed,  paid, 
mortgagor)  *  answered,  or  satisfied  by  the  same  canal  company,  or 
was  willing  gQ 

before  suit  to 

pay  the  principal  and  six  years'  interest,  but  made  no  tender.  At  the  hearing  the 
mortgagor  succeeded  on  the  point  of  interest :  Held,  that  as  there  had  be^n  no 
tender,  Uie  mortgagee  must  pay  the  costs. 
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so  &r  as  the  same  monies  would  extend;  and  the  1840. 

sarplns  (if  any)  of  the  said  purchase,  compensation,  and  ^^^^^ 

other  moniesi  which  might  ultimately  remain  after  an*  o. 

swering  the  purposes  aforesaid,  should  be  paid  and  ^n^^'' 

distributed,  under  the  like  orders  and  directions,  to  and  Compsay. 
amongst  the  proprietors,  for  the  time  being,  of  the  shares 
in  the  said  Croydon  Canal  Company. 

This  bill  was  filed  in  Jime  1839  by  HodgeSf  the  as- 
signee of  the  estate  of  Brickmood,  on  behalf,'  &c.,  agunst 
the  canal  company,  for  an  account  of  what  was  due  on 
the  mortgage,  and  for  payment  The  Defendants  stated 
they  were  ready  and  willing,  prior  to  the  institution  of 
the  suit,  to  pay  the  PlaintiflP  his  principal  and  six  years 
interest ;  and  the  question  was,  whether  the  Plaintiff  was 
entitled,  consistently  with  the  recent  Statutes  of  Limit* 
ations,  to  recover  more  than  six  years'  arrear  of  interest 

By  the  3  &  4  W.  4.  c.  27.,  entituled  <*  An  Act  for  the 
limitation  of  actions  and  suits  relating  to  real  property, 
ftc,"  it  is  enacted  by  the  fortieth  section,  that  no  suit 
shall  be  brought  to  recover  any  sum  of  money  secured 
by  any  mortgage  &c.,  or  otherwise  charged  upon  any 
land,  but  within  twenty  years  after  the  right  shall  have 
accrued,  unless  some  part  payment  or  acknowledgment 
shall  have  been  made  in  the  mean  time.  The  forty- 
second  section  provides  that  no  arrears  of  rent,  or  of 
interest  in  respect  of  any  money  charged  upon  or  pay- 
able out  of  any  land  &c.,  shall  be  recovered  by  action 
or  suit  but  within  six  years  after  the  same  shall  have 
become  due;  provided  that  where  a  prior  mortgagee  has 
been  in  possession  within  one  year  next  before  an  action 
or  suit  brought  by  any  subsequent  mortgagee,  the  latter 
may  recover  interest  for  the  whole  time  the  former  was 
in  possession. 
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1840.  By  a  subsequent  act  of  the  S  &  4  W.  4.  c  4S.,  en- 

titoled  ^  An  act  for  the  further  amendment  of  the  law, 
and  the  better  advancement  of  justice,"  it  is  enacted  by 
the  third  section^  that  all  actions  of  debt  for  rent  upon 
an  indenture  of  demise,  all  actions  of  covenant  or  debt 
upon  any  bond  or  other  specialty,  shall  be  brought 
within  twewhf  years  after  the  cause  of  such  action  or  suit 
but  not  after. 

The  cause  now  came  on  for  hearing. 

Mr.  PiggpU  (in  the  absence  of  Mr.  Pembertan)  for 
the  Plainti£P,  contended  that  the  S  &  4  ^.  4.  c.  27*  x.  42. 
was  not  applicable  to  this  case,  and  that  the  Plaintiff 
was  entitled  to  recover  twenty  years'  arrear  of  interest 
under  the  3  &  4  HK  4.  c.  42.  s.  8.  That  it  would  be 
absurd  to  allow  a  party  to  recover  the  principal  after 
twenty  years,  and  yet  limit  the  remedy  for  interest  to  six 
years.  That  the  point  had  been  raised  in  Paget  v. 
Foley  (a),  where  it  was  insisted  that  an  action  of  covenant 
for  rent  in  arrear  could  not  be  brought  after  six  years ; 
but  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  held  otherwise,  and 
that  the  statute  of  the  S  &  4  ^  4.  £?.  42.  governed  the 
case. 

That  the  mortgagee,  but  for  the  Railway  Act,  might 
have  entered  at  any  time  within  twenty  years  after  the  last 
payment  {h\  and  he  would  not  have  been  dispossessed 
until  full  pa3rment  of  all  the  arrears  of  interest.  That 
the. Railway  Act  was  not  intended  to  defeat  the  rights  of 
the  mortgagees,  and  although  no  entry  could  now  be 
made,  yet  the  PlaiqtifTs  rights  must  be  considered  as 
extensive  as  if  that  act  had  never  passed. 

He 

(a;  2  Bing.  K.  C.  679.  (b)  1  Viet.  c.  S8. 
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He  also  argued  that  the  Railway  Act  created  a  trust       1840. 
for  payment  of  the  creditors  of.  the  canal  company.  ^^T"^^^^ 

V, 

As  to  costs,  that  there  having  been  no  actual  tender,  The  Cboydoh 
the  Plaintiff  was  entitled  to  his  costs  of  suit :  Gammon  y.     Company. 
Sipne  {a)f  and  that  in  Garfinih  v.  Bradletf  (6),  where 
there  had  been  several  tenders,  yet  the  mortgagee  was 
considered  entitled  to  costs,  exoept  for  his. having  been 
vexatious.  ^ 

Mr.  KindersUjf  and  Mr.  Chandless^  contra^  contended 
that  the  terms  of  the  S  &  4  7K  4.  c.  27.  were  express, 
and  that  the  Plaintiff  could  not  recover  more  than  six 
years'  arrear  of  interest  That  there  was  no  covenant 
or  security  on  which  to  sue  according  to  the  second  cited 
act,  but  the  security  was.  on  the  land  alone.  That  the 
second  act  bad  reference  only  to  actions  on  specialties 
where  there  was  a  personal  liability.  That  the  Railway 
Act  did  not  alter  or  extend  the  rights  of  the  creditors. 
As  to  the  costs,  they  insisted  that  the  Plaintiff  had 
claimed  too  much,  and  the  Defendants  having  always 
been  ready  to  pay  the  principal  and  six  years*  interest, 
it  must  follow,  that  if  the  Plaintiff  should  &il  as  to  the 
interest,  which  was  the  only  point  in  difference,  he  ought 
to  be  ordered  to  pay  the  costs  of  the  suit  which  had  been 
occasioned  by  his  insisting  on  more  than  he  was  en- 
titled to. 

Tlie  Master  of  the  Roixs. 

Thb  bill  is  filed  for  the  recovery  of  a  mortgage 
secured  on  land,  and  not  on  rates  alone ;  and  the  only 
question  is,  what  arrears  of  interest  can  be  recovered  on 
the  principal  sum  of  8002.    This  must  depend  on  the 

different 

(a)  1  Yti.  sen.  539.  {h)  2  Ves.  sen.  678. 
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1840.  diffisrent  statutes  of  limitatioii.  The  8  8c  4  JF.  4.  c.  27. 
S.42.  enacts,  <<  That  after  the  said  Sist  o(  December  ISSS^ 
&C."  Now  I  cannot  doubt  that  this  money  is  ^'charged 
''^^C  ntl^^  upon  or  payable  out  of  land  or  rent,**  and  according  to 
Company,  this  clause,  interest  cannot  be  recovered  for  more  than 
six  years.  I  am  then  referred  to  another  act,  the 
3  &  4  FF.  4.  c.  42.,  the  third  secdon  of  which  enacts 
<*  That  all  actions  of  debt,  &C.''  In  this  case,  there  is 
no  covenant  or  engagement  to  pay,  there  is  simply  a 
conveyance  of  the  canal,  &c.  Is  this  then  the  species  of 
acdon  of  covenant  or  of  debt  upon  bond  or  other  spe- 
cialty referred  to  in  the  second  act  ?  I  think  not,  and 
that  this  case  depends  on  the  first  act;  consequently  no 
more  than  six  years  of  interest  can  be  recovered. 

As  to  the  costs,  there  was  no  tender  or  offer  to  pay 
until  the  bill  was  filed ;  the  Defendants  must,  therefore, 
pay  the  costs.  *  If  there  had  been  a  tender  of  the  prin- 
cipal and  six  years'  interest,  then  the  Plaintiff  would 
have  had  to  pay  them.  The  result  of  this  litigation  is, 
that  the  Plaintiff  loses  his  fourteen  years*  interest,  and 
the  Defendants  the  whole  costs  of  the  suit 
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1840. 

ATTORNEY-GENERAL  v.  BRETTINGHAM.      Juiyu.  i j. 

A    PIECE  of  copyhold  land  often  acres,  without  the  J^^^^ 
^^  walls  of  the  city  of  Norwich,  was  held  by  trustees  were  alienated 
Jbr  the  poor  0/ the  parish  of  St.  Man/,  under  a  wUl  g^nridST" 
dated  in  1561»  which  described  it  as  ten  acres  of  arable  ation  of  55/., 
land.     In  Jpril  1725  the  trustees,  in  consideration  of  a  rent  charge 
yearly  rent  charge  of  6/.  and  55L  in  money,  agreed  to  ^^^'.  ^®*^» 
surrender  the  property  to  Matthew  Brettingham  and  his  cumbent  on 
heirs,  and  out  of  the  61.  he  was  to  be  nt  liberty  to  Je'teSfo? 

deduct  9s.  ?«{.,  which  was  a  yearly  rent  due  to  the  lord  the  alienation 
r^v  _  ^  to  shew  that 

of  the  manor.  the  trans- 

action was  be- 

The  property  was  conveyed,  and  the  551.  was  paid  charity,  and 

and  invested,  and  now  consisted  of  lOOL  consols  stand-  ^^^  having 

done  so  it  was 
ing  in  the  names  of  the  trustees.  held  invalid. 

The  Court 
does  not  con- 
This  information  was  filed  in  1885,  by  the  Attorney-  sider  it  the 

General,  on  the  certificate  of  the  charity  commissioners,  Attorney-^ 

stating  the  present  annual  value  of  the  property  to  be  General  to 

about  100/.  a  year,  insisting  that  the  trustees  had  no  bis  strict 

powers  to  alienate,  and  praying  a  reconveyance  of  the  "iB^?  ^". 

property  upon  the  trusts  of  the  charity.  formations; 

in  cases  of 
hardship  it 
There  was  no  relator  named  in  the  information*  sanctions  his 

The  bill  contained  a  statement,  "  that  it  was  generally  ?^^|2|J'^ 

understood  in  the  parish  that  the  land  so  devised,  before  towards  the 

it  was  sold,  was  unprofitable,  uninclosed,  and  used  for  J^'^'toone 

play  ground."     The  agreement  for  sale,  dated  the  6th  its  dedsion, 

to  give  the 


of  April  1725,  stated,  «  that  by  this   agreement  the  paS« anop- 

parish  made  a  considerable  improvement  of  this  charitvt  P<>rtunity  ot 
*^  "  J     entering  into 

for  an  arrange- 
ment with 
the  Attomey-Qeneral 


98 


1840. 


Attornby- 
Oeneral 

Bretting- 

HAM. 
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for  Mr.  Brettingham  was  to  pay  SO/,  over  and  above 
the  6/.  per  annum,  and  which  SO/,  the  trustees  agreed 
to  have  applied  to  the  use  of  the  poor  of  5/.  Jtfar/s,  in 
the  same  manner  as  the  6/.  per  annum  was  to  be  i^ 
plied,  and  to  that  end  land  was  to  be  bought  and  setded 
accordingly.'' 

The  Defendant,  who  had  become  entitled  to  the  pro« 
perty,  (being  the  fifth  owner  in  succession  from  the 
purchaser,)  stated  his  belief  that  the  ground  was 
unprofitable  at  the  time  of  the  sale ;  that  the  sale  was 
beneficial  to  the  charity ;  that  large  sums  had  been  since 
expended;  and  he  submitted  that  the  alienation  was 
valid,  and  in  case  of  being  compelled  to  resurrender,  he 
claimed  to  be  allowed  the  monies  laid  out  in  permanent 
improvements. 

The  witnesses  on  the  part  of  the  information  deposed, 
that  the  present  annual  value  of  the  property  was  about 
ISO/. 

The  Defendant's  witnesses  proved  that  the  buildings 
erected  about  the  year  1725  must  have  cost  ISS8/.,  and 
that  the  money  expended  in  building,  &c.  since  1820, 
amounted  to  750/. 

Mr.  Kinderdey  and  Mr.  Blunt  in  support  of  the  in- 
formation. 

Trustees  of  a  charity  have  no  power  to  alienate 
the  charity  property,  it  is  of  itself  a  breach  of  trust 
Even  in  the  case  of  leases,  their  powers  are  limited ;  as 
where  it  is  shewn  that  the  mode  of  letting  is  such,  that 
no  person  meaning  fairly  to  discharge  his  trust  would 
have  resorted  to  it,  Attomey^General  v.  Cross,  {a)   Or, 

where 
(a)  5  Mer*  f  40. 
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where  there  is  a  lease  for  ninety-nine  years  at  a  fixed        1840. 
rent,  the  transaction  cannot  be  supported,  Attofmey'Gene-'    ^^^""^^^^^ 
ralv.IjordHotAam{a);  so  where  a  lease  is  made  for  ninety-      General 
nine  years,  "it  is  incumbent  on  the  lessee,  taking  a     Bn,Ji|jj^j. 
term  of  that  duration,  to  shew  a  consideration  making    '     ham. 
that  a  proper  lease,  as  in  the  ordinary  course  of  a  pro- 
vident management  of  an  estate,  it  is  not:"  Attomei^ 
General  v,  Brooke  {b) ;  afortiorif  then  must  a  party  who 
takes  under  an  alienation  at  a  fixed  rent  charge  shew 
its  fairness.      Here,  there  is  a  permanent  alienation  of 
charity  property  for  a  fixed  rent  of  12x.  an  acre,  which 
cannot.be  supported. 

Mr.  Pembertofif  Mr.  George  Turner^  and  Mr.  Birdf 
contrdf  after  commenting  on  the  harshness  of  this  pro- 
ceeding, in  which  the  Attorney-General  had  filed  an 
information  without  a  relator  responsible  for  costs,  to 
set  aside  a  transaction  after  115  years'  acquiescence,  and 
suggesting  no  fraud,  but  relying  simply  on  the  dry  prin- 
ciple of  law,  proceeded  to  argue,  that  the  trustees  of  a 
charity  were  under  no  absolute  incapacity  which  pre- 
yented  them  alienating  the  property,  if  under  the  dr- 
cumstances  it  was  beneficial  to  the  charity.  In  the  At" 
iornej^General  y.  Hungerfbrd  (c\  a  lease  of  charity  lands 
renewable  for  ever  at  a  fixed  rent,  which  amounted  to 
an  alienation  of  the  inheritance,  was  supported  by  the 
House  of  Lords ;  there.  Lord  Brougham^  in  giving  judg- 
ment, distinctly  stated,  that  an  alienation  might  not  only 
be  harmless  as  regarded  a  breach  of  trust,  but  be  fit  for 
trustees  to  adopt,  and  be  such  as  on  an  information  by  the 
Attorney-General,  they  might  be  compelled  to  do.  The 
case  had  been  previously  decided  in  the  same  way  by  Lord 

Pbmketi^ 

{a)  Turn.  4>  Rust.  209.  (e)  8  BU.  437.',  S  Ci.  4*  1^« 

{b)  18  Tm.SSS.;  and  see  At-     557. 
iorney'Gencral  ▼•  Kerry  S  Sea' 
van,  420. 
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Pbmketis  who»  in  giving  judgment,  fully  considered  all 
the  former  decisions,  (a)  In  the  AUommf-General  v. 
Warren  (b)j  the  Court  observed,  <<  There  is  no  positive 
law  which  says,  that  in  no  instance  shall  there  be  an 
absolute  alienation ;"  and  again,  <<  alienation  not  in^ro* 
vident,  but  beneficial  to  the  charity,  and  conformable  to 
the  rule  which  ought  to  guide  the  trustees,  may  be  good." 
In  the  Attomey-General  v.  Pembroke  HatHc),  where  the 
trustees  of  a  charity  conveyed  to  Pembroke  Hall  part  of 
their  hmds  in  lieu  of  an  annual  sum  payable  thereout, 
the  Court  would  not  disturb  the  arrangement,  and  made 
this  observation,  which  is  very  applicable  to  the  present 
case :  <<  I  cannot  think  it  the  office  of  a  court  of  equity, 
at  the  distance  of  more  than  two  centuries,  to  undo  an 
arrangement  which  was  perfecdy  ieix  at  the  time,  be^ 
tween  the  contracting  parties." 


That  if  this  were  a  case  of  fraud  or  undervalue,  it 
ought  to  be  alleged  aud  proved  by  the  Attorney-Ge- 
neral ;  but  now,  after  a  lapse  of  so  many  years,  when 
the  witnesses  were  dead  and  the  evidence  destroyed, 
every  presumption  ought  to  be  made  in  favour  of  the 
transaction,  especially  where  no  allegation  of  improvi- 
dence was  stated  on  the  information. 


Mr.  Jeremy  for  the  trustees. 

Tlie  Master  of  the  Rolls,  without  hearing  a  reply, 
observed,  I  am  of  opinion  that  this  transaction  cannot 
stand.  I  think  this  a  hard  case,  and  that  a  discretion 
on  the  part  of  the  public  might  well  have  been  exer- 
cised by  abstaining  from  prosecuting  it,  but  being 
brought  before  the  Court,  it  mpst  be  dealt  with  strictly 
upon  the  law  and  the  facts  as  they  appear. 

This 


(a)  8  BVi.  455. 
(5)  2  5ttran.502. 


(c)  2^f.4><Sr<tf.441. 
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This  being  an  absolute  alienation  of  charity  property 
in  consideration  of  a  perpetual  rent  charge  and  a  sum 
of  SOLf  I  think  it  is  incumbent  upon  those  who  claim 
the  benefit  of  that  alienation  to  show  that  it  was  bene- 
ficial to  the  charity.  That  has  not  been  done  on  the 
present  occasion,  it  is  difficult  even  to  presume  it,  yet 
without  that  presumption  it  is  impossible  to  sustain 
the  transaction.  Consideringi  therefore,  that  it  cannot 
be  supported,  it  is  a  matter  of  difficulty  to  determine 
what  relief  is  to  be  given.  It  would,  I  think,  be  better 
to  leave  the  matter  for  the  present  for  the  consideratkm 
of  the  Attorney-General;  the  case  is  a  very  hard  one^ 
and  the  Attorney-General  will  exercise  a  very  sound 
discretion  by  treating  with  the  parties  leniently,  or,  if  I 
may  say  so,  liberally.  If,  however,  he  thinks  fit  to  call 
upon  the  Court  to  act  according  to  the  strict  rules  of  law, 
the  Court,  whatever  regret  it  may  feel,  must  do  so;  but 
I  cannot  help  saying  that  it  is  much  better  in  this  case, 
as  in  a  case  before  Lord  Elioriy  to  leave  the  consideration 
of  this  matter  for  some  time,  at  least,  in  the  hands  of 
the  Attorney-General.  I  ought  to  state,  in  consequence 
of  something  that  has  passed  during  the  argument,  that 
I  do  not  think  it  is  the  duty  of  the  Attomey-Greneral  in 
all  cases  to  contend  strictly  for  the  rights  which  the  law 
may  give  him ;  I  found  my  opinion,  on  reasons  which 
appear  to  me  to  be  quite  consistent  with  general  policy; 
and,  if  example  were  wanting,  I  have  that  of  Lord 
BSdoJif  in  77ie  Attorney-General  v.  The  Corporation  of 
Exeter  (a),  who  referred  it  to  the  Attorney-General  of 
the  day  to  consider  whether  it  would  be  proper  for  the 
charity  to  accept  a  less  sum  than  was  found  to  be. due 
to  it  Lord  Eldanj  in  that  case,  did  not  receive  from 
the  Attorney-General  an  answer  that  it  was  no  part 
of  his  business  to  relieve  the  Court  from  its  perplexity, 

but 


1840. 


Attornbt- 

GSNBRAL 

Brbtting- 


(a)  2  Rutt.  S70. 
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but  the  Attorney-General  took  the  matter  into  his  con- 
sideration! and  made  his  report,  which  was  afterwards 
confirmed  and  acted  on  by  the  Lord  Chancellor. 

I  should  state,  that  I  have  never  received  an  answer 
of  that  description  firom  any  Attomey-Greneral ;  and  I 
hope  that  every  Attorney-General  whilst  he  acts  in  the 
vigorous  dbcharge  of  his  duty  to  redress  breaches  of 
charitable  trusts,  will  consider  it  to  be  his  duty  to  act 
considerately  and  with  forbearance  in  all  proper  cases. 
The  law  arms  him  with  great  power,  and  enables  him 
to  bring  parties  before  the  Court  without  the  peril  of 
costs.  That  power  is  intended  for  the  benefit  of  the 
public,  and  ought  to  be  used,  as  it  generally  is,  with 
forbearance,  and  without  oppression  to  individuals. 


The  cause  was  ordered  to  stand  over  to  enable  the 
Attorney-General  to  take  the  case  into  his  fiivourable 
consideration. 
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BASTIN  V.  WATTS.  J^y^^- 

UAM  BASTIN,  the  testator,  by  bis  will,  A  testator  de- 

dated  in  1818,  devised  and  bequeathed  to  trus-  hold  estate  to 

tees  bis  five  copyhold  messuages,  &c.  in  Cheltenham,  trustees,  m 

and  all  other  his  real  and  personal  estate,  upon  trust  to  the  rents  to 

pay  the  rents  and  profits  unto  his  wife,  Sarah  Bastin,  hu  youngest 

until  his  youngest  child  should  attain  the  age  of  twenty-  child  attalDed 

one  years,  (provided  she  continued  bis  widow,)   she  she  maintain* 

maintaining,  &c.,  hb  four  children;  but  in  case  his  wife  |."S  hi"  chiU 

should  die  or  marry  again  before  his  youngest  child  event;  and 

attained  twenty-one,  then  he  directed  his  trustees  to  ^^JcnanJ" 
^         '  soon  as  that 

apply  such  rents  and  profits  towards  the  support,  &c«,  of  event  should 

his  children  *' until  his  youngest  child  should  attain  thie  trastto'pay** 

age  of  twenty-one  years ;  and  when  and  as  soon  as  that  one  fifth  of 

event  should  happen,*'  the  testator  directed  that  his  trus-  his  wife  for 

tees,  &C.,  **  should  divide  his  said  real  and  personal  estate  ^|^^-    ^^  , 

then  gave  the 
into  five  equal  shares  and  proportions,  and  that  his  said  remaining 

trustees  should  stand  possessed  thereof,  upon  trust  to  [^^^[2*  to 

pay  the  rents,  issues,  and  profits  of  one  fifth  part  thereof  his  four 

unto  his  said  wife,  Sarah  Bastin,  and  her  assigns  for  n^neum 

her  life,  or  so  long  thereof  as  she  should  continue  his  ^or  life,  with 

widow,"  which  he  directed  should  be  made  up  100/1  a  their  respec- 

year.    And  if  she  married  again  he  revoked  the  devise  *'^5  children ; 
.     1        ^  ,  .     ,.  ,  •        i.       .    and  It  was  his 

m  her  favour,  and  m  lieu  gave  her  an  annuity  of  80/.  will  that  if 

And  he  ♦*  further  directed  that  as  to  one  other  equal  children" 

fifth  should  die 
without  issue 
ikat  ike  share  of  her  so  dfj'mg  should  go  to  the  children  of  such  of  his  daughters  as 
should  leave  issue;  but  m  case  all  his  daughters  should  die  without  leaving  lawful 
issue,  then  he  devised  all  his  said  real  and  personal  estate  unto  his  brothers  and 
sisters;  he  subsequently  devised  the  one  fifth  given  to  the  wife  for  life  in  a  similar 
manner.  A^  one  of  the  daughters,  died  without  issue  before  the  youngest  attained 
twenty-one.  Held,  that  the  shares  vested  on  the  youngest  attaining  twenty-one; 
that  thegift  over  was  onlv  o^  vested  shares^and  therefore  that  there  was  an  intestacy 
as  to  the  one  fifUi  intended  for  A, 

Vol,  III.  H 
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1840.  fifth  part  of  all  bis  said  real  and  personal  estate,  his 
sdd  trustees  should  pay  the  rents,  issues,  and  profits 
thereof  unto  his  daughter,  'Mary  Ann  Basting  and  her 
assigns  for  life,  and  after  h&c  decease  upon  trust  to 
convey  such  share  unto  all  and  every  the  child  or 
children  of  Mary  Jim  Bastin;  to  hold  to  her,  him, 
or  them,  their  heirs,  executors,  administrators,  and 
assigns  as  tenants  in  common;"  and  he  gave  in  similar 
terms  another  one  fiflli  to  his  daughter  Emily  for  life, 
with  remainder  to  her  children ;  and  a  third  one  fifth 
to  his  daughter  CKarb^tf  for  life,  with  remainder  to 
her  children;  and  the  remaining  one  fifth  the  said  tes- 
tator directed  should  be  paid  to  his  daughter  Juliana 
Bastin^  under  the  same  provisions,  limitations,  and  res- 
trictions; and  the  testator  directed  the  shares  to  his 
daughters  should  be  for  their  separate  use. 

^^  Provided  and  the  testator's  will  was,  that  in  case 
any  or  either  of  his  said  children  should  die  without 
issue,  that  the  share  or  shares  ^  her  or  them  so  dying 
should  go  and  belong  to  all  and  every  the  child  and 
children  of  such  of  his  said  daughters  as  should  happen 
to  leave  issue,  hb,  her,  and  their  heirs  and  assigns  as 
tenants  in  common;  but  in  case  all  his  said  children 
should  die  without  leaving  lawful  issue,  then  the  said 
testator  devised  and  bequeathed  his  said  real  and  per^ 
sonal  estate  unto  his  brother  and  two  sisters^  to  hold  to 
them,  their  heirs,  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns 
as  tenants  in  common. 

And  firom  and  after  the  decease  of  Sarah  Bastin,  the 
testator  directed  that  his  trustees  should  stand  pos- 
sessed of  the  sud  fifth  part,  or  share  of  his  said  real 
and  personal  estate,  the  rents,  issues,  and  profits  where- 
of were  therein  before  given  to  Sarah  Bastin  for  her 
life,  upon  trust  to  pay  and  apply  the  rents,  issues,  and 

profits 
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profits  thereof  between  his  said  daughters  in  equal  1840. 
shares  in  manner  aforesaid,  and  to  convey  and  assure 
the  same  unto  and  between  all  the  children  of  the  said 
testator's  said  daughters^  their  heirs  or  assigns  as  tenants 
in  commoui  or  in  default  of  issue  to  the  said  testator's 
brother  and  sisters  in  such  and  the  same  manner,  and 
to  the  same  uses,  intents,  and  purposes  as  were  therein^ 
before  expressed  with  regard  to  the  said  four  shares 
thereinbefore  devised." 

The  testator  died  shortly  after,  leaving  his  widow 
and  four  daughters  surviving  him. 

In  1829  the  testator's  daughter  Juliana  died  an 
in&nt  without  issue,  and  on  the  24th  of  May  1837, 
Emibf  the  youngest  surviving  daughter  attained  twenty- 
one.  Neither  of  the  surviving  daughters  had  any 
issue. 

The  only .  remaining  property  of  the  testator  con- 
sisted of  the  copyhold  houses  in  Cheltenham,  the  rents  of 
the  one  fifth  part  whereof^  originally  intended  for  the 
testator's  daughter  Juliana,  had  been  carried  to  a  se- 
parate account  until  the  determination  of  the  rights  of 
the  parties  thereto  under  the  above  circumstances.  A 
supplemental  bill  was  filed  for  determining  that  point, 
and  it  now  came  on  for  hearing. 

Mr.  Pemberion  and  Mr.  Koe,  for  the  surviving  daugh- 
ters contended,  that  the  gift  to  Juliana  did  not  vest 
until  the  youngest  attained  twenty-one,  and  that  having 
died  before  that  period,  she  had  acquired  no  vested 
interest ;  so  that  even  her  children  (if  she  had  had  any) 
could  not  have  taken.  That  the  gift  over,  being  of  the 
vested  share  only  to  which  the  daughter  Juliana  at  her 
H  2  death 
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1840.  death  might  be  entitled,  had  failed  by  the  death  of 
JuUana  during  the  minority  of  Emihf ;  that  there  was 
consequently  an  intestacy  as  to  the  one  fifth  intended 
for  Juliana. 

Mr.  Kinderdey  and  Mr«  Bhwery  for  the  heir  of  one 
of  the  deceased  sisters  of  the  testator;  and 

Mr.  G.  Turner  and  Mr.  James  Campbell^  for  a  sur- 
viving brother  and  sister  of  the  testator,  admitted  that 
nothing  vested  in  Juliana  ;  but  they  contended,  that  the 
gift  over  was  of  the  share  intended  for  her;  that  the 
ultimate  gift  to  the  brothers  and  sisters  was  expressed 
to  be  ^*  of  my  said  real  and  personal  estate,"  which 
was  a  residuary  gift,  and  not  a  gift  of  the  particular 
contingent  shares  previously  given  to  the  daughters, 
and  that  this  shewed  clearly  the  meaning  of  the  testator 
in  the  previous  gifts  over. 

That  the  gift  over  to  the  brothers  and  sisters  was 
not  too  remote,  and  that  they  would  be  entitled  in  the 
event  of  the  other  daughters  dying  without  children. 
They  insisted,  that  until  the  one  fifth  vested,  the  rents 
of  that  share  of  the.  estate  ought  to  be  accumulated  so 
long  as  the  law  allowed,  and  that  the  accumulated  fund 
arising  from  the  mesne  profits  would  belong  to  those 
ultimately  found  entitled  to  Juliana^s  share ;  they  cited 
Feame  Coni.  Bern,  (a),  Genery  v.  Fitzgerald  (A),  Gibsofi 
V.  L^rd  Montfort  (c),  Chapman  v.  Blissett  (d) ;  and  see 
Stephens  y.  Stephens  {e). 

Mr.  Pemberton,  in  reply.     The  subsequent  gift  over 

of  the  wife's  one  fifth,  shews  that  the  prior  gift  over  to 

the 

(a)  Page  547.  (<f)  Ca.  tern.  Talbot,  145. 

\h)  Jacob,  468.  (e)  Ca.  tern.  Talbot,  828. 

(c)  1  Ves,  sen.  485. 
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the  brothers  and  sisters  was  not  of  a  residue^  but  of       1840. 
the  particular  vested  shares. 

7^  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

It  appears  to  me,  that  upon  the  true  construction  of 
this  will,  the  brothers  and  sisters  are  entitled  only  to 
such  shares  as  had  become  previously  vested  in  the  wife 
and  children.  I  apprehend  that  this  testator  never  con- 
templated the  event  of  any  child  dying  before  the 
youngest  attained  twenty-one;  and  in  that  respect  he 
seems  to  have  made  a  very  absurd  disposition  of  his  pro- 
perty. He  gave  the  whole  of  his  property  to  trustees 
upon  trust,  to  pay  the  income  to  the  vdfe  until  the 
majority  of  his  youngest  child,  for  the  support  of  herself 
and  her  children.  When  the  youngest  attained  twenty- 
one,  then  there  is  a  distinct  gift  in  five  equal  parts, 
one  to  the  wife,  and  the  other  to  each  of  the  four  chil- 
dren ;  and  there  are  remainders  over  as  to  the  shares 
which  were  given  to  the  children,  and  which  were  to 
vest  in  the  children  when  the  youngest  attained  twenty- 
one.  He  proceeds  then  to  consider  certain  events  which 
might  happen:  that  some  of  his  children  might  die 
without  leaving  issue,  in  which  case  he  gives  their  shares^ 
that  is  the  shares  previously  vested,  to  the  children  of 
the  other  daughters.  This,  which  is  certainly  a  very 
singular  provision,  was  a  gift  over  of  those  shares  only 
which  had  vested  in  his  daughter.  It  was  admitted  in 
the  argument,  that  no  share  vested  in  his  daughter 
Juliana^  and  without  relying  upon  that  admission,  it  ap- 
pears to  me  that  this  is  the  true  construction  of  this 
will ;  and  then  comes  the  gift  over  to  the  brothers  and 
sisters,  in  the  very  same  clause,  and  in  the  very  same 
sentence^  in  which  he  has  been  giving  over  those  shares 
only  which  had  become  vested  in  the^  children.  That 
this  is  not  a  general  residuary  clause  applied  to  the 

H  S  whole 
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whole'  estate,  is  perfectly  manifest ;  because  it  applies 
only  to  the  shares  of  the  children,  and  not  to  that  of  the 
wife,  and  the  testator  seems  so  conscious  of  it,  that  he 
proceeds  immediately  to  dispose,  separately  from  the 
others,  of  that  share  which  he  had  previously  given  to 
the  wife.  This,  therefore,  is  not  that  general  and  uni- 
versal gift  which  is  required  for  the  purposes  of  the 
argument.  I  think  the  real  effect  of  the  will  is,  to  give 
over  to  these  parties  those  shares  which  were  previously 
vested,  and  no  other;  there  is,  therefore,  an  intestacy 
as  to  the  share  in  question. 


Jtme  6. 10. 


ROBERTSON  v.  CRAWFORD. 


TN  this  case  it  had  been  referred  to  the  Master  to  en- 
"^  quire  whether  the  Plaindfis  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Bobetison 


J.  P.,  a  widow 

eDtitled  to  a 

pension  </tt- 

roTUgmdmiate,  j^j  contracted  a  valid  marriage  previously  to  the  5th  of 

with  CD.  in    Junet  1828.    The  Master  found  in  the  n^^ative,  and 

the  Defendants  took  an  exception  to  his  report,  thereby 

questioning  the  accuracy  of  the  finding. 


Scotiand, 
In  regard  to 
society,  they 
held  them- 
selves out  as 
man  and  wife; 
but  with  re- 
spect to  the 
pension,  they 
acted  as  if 
they  were  un- 
married, and 
il.^.  half- 
yearly  made 
solemn  de- 
clarations of 
widowhood 
for  the  pur- 
pose of  ob- 
taining the 

pension :  Held,  on  exceptions  to  the  Master*8  report,  that  on  (he  whole,  h^  was 
right  in  finding  that  no  valid  marriage  had  taken  place. 


The  circumstances  which  gave  rise  to  the  question  in 
the  suit  are  fully  stated  in  his  Lordship's  judgment. 

Mr.  Tinney  and  Mr.  K.  Parker^  in  support  of  the 
e^cception. 

Mr.  Pembertoih  Mr.  Kinderdey^  and  Mr.  Schambergj 
contra. 

The 
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7^  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

In  the  year  1815,  the  Plainti£P  Harriet  RoberUon^    Robbrtbon 
then  Harriet  Bourchier,  as  the  widow  of  a  civil  servant    cn^^pojip. 
of  the  East  India  Company  belonging  to  the  presidency      June  lo. 
of  Bombay^  became  entitled  to  a  pension  payable  to  her 
during  her  widowhood,  out  of  the  Bombajf  civil  fimd. 

On  the  5th  of  June  1828,  it  was  resolved  by  the  sub* 
scribers  to  the  fund,  that  the  pension  from  the  fond  then 
enjoyed  by  the  widow  of  any  member  should  not  be 
discontinued  on  her  marriage. 

On  this  resolution  being  communicated  to  Mrs.  Bo^ 
bertsofty  she  stated  it  to  be  her  intention  to  avail  her- 
self of  it,  and  she  afterwards  sent  to  the  Defendants,  who 
are  the  agents  of  the  trustees  of  the  fimd,  a  paper  writing 
purporting  to  be  a  copy  of  a  certificate  of  a  marriage  be- 
tween the  Plaintiffi  on  the  5th  of  March  1830;  and  in 
the  same  paper  writing  the  parties  were  stated  to  have 
been  re-married,  **  having  been  previously  irregularly 
wed." 

This  reference  to  a  previous  marriage  which,  though 
stated  to  be  irregular,  might  have  been  perfectly  valid, 
induced  the  trustees  of  the  fund  to  enquire  when  such 
previous  marriage  took  place.  If  it  took  place  before 
the  5th  day  of  June  1828,  the  pension  payable  to  Mrs. 
Bourchier  during  her  widowhood  then  ceased.  No  satis- 
factory answer  having  been  given  to  the  enquiries  which 
were  made,  the  trustees  refused  to  continue  the  pay- 
ment; Mr.  and  Mxs,  Robertson  therefore  filed  this  bill 
against  the  agents  of  the  trustees,  and  at  the  hearing  it 
was  referred  to  the  Master  to  enquire  whether  the 
Plaintifis  had  contracted  a  valid  marriage  previous  to 
the  5th  of  June  1828.    The  Master  has  found  that  they 

H4  did 
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1B40.       did  not  contract  a  valid  marriage  before  that  time,  and 

^^f"^""^"^  the  question  comes  before  me  upon  an  exception  to  his 
Robertson  ^  "^  '^ 

V.  report 
Crawford. 

Upon  the  evidence  produced  before  the  Master,  it 
appears  that  if  any  marriage  took  place  between  Mr. 
and  Mrs.  Bobertson  on  the  5th  of  March  1830,  the  cir- 
cumstances under  which  the  marriage  took  place  were 
greatly  misrepresented  by  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Babertson^  and 
the  certificate,  of  which  a  paper  writing  purporting  to 
be  a  copy  was  produced,  spears  to  have  been  a  mere 
invention.  The  sanction  upon  oath  of  so  gross  a  fictbn 
as  this  appears  to  me  to  have  been,  necessarily  takes  from 
the  credit  of  the  guilty  parties ;  but  innocent  persons 
involved  in  the  appearance  of  guilt  or  dishonour,  and 
not  knowing  how  to  extricate  themselves  by  direct 
means,  have  often  been  found  to  resort  to  improper  and 
guilty  means  to  defend  themselves  against  a  charge 
really  unfounded;  and  it  is  necessary  to  be  very  cautious 
not  to  convert  the  disapprobation  of  the  improper 
means  employed  for  defence,  into  a  belief  of  the  truth 
of  the  charge  which  those  improper  means  of  defence 
were  intended  to  meet :  the  credit  of  the  party  is  most 
materially  affected,  but  proof  of  the  charge  is  not  the  less 
required. 

I  have  read  the  evidence  with  the  impression  that 
no  fact,  depending  solely  on  the  oaths  of  Mr.  and  Mrs. 
BobertsoHj  ought  to  be  relied  upon ;  but  the  case  is  to 
be  made  out  against  them:  they  cannot  prove  a  nega- 
tive; and  where  their  statement  is  corroborated  by  other 
witnesses  it  must  be  attended  to ;  and  it  is,  I  think,  not 
to  be  rejected  in  cases  where  it  is  consistent  with  all  the 
facts  otherwise  proved,  and  where,  if  false,  it  might 
have  been  easily  contradicted;  and  so  considering  the 
evidence,  it  appears  to  me  that  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Bobertson, 

formed 
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formed  an  illicit  connection,  and  went  to  Seoiland  in  the       1840. 
year  1818  or  1819,  that  they  cohabited  there,  and  per^    .^*^*^^'^ 
mitted  themselves  to  be  caUed  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Bobertsonj  v. 

and  were  by  several  persons  considered  to  be  married ;  C*^^'^*'^- 
bat  that  Mrs.  Robertson  half«yearly  made  a  solemn  de- 
claration that  she  was  not  married,,  and  that  their  con-- 
duct  was  so  equivocal,  that  although  some  persons 
considered  them  to  be  married,  there  were  several  others 
who  considered  them  not  to  be  married. 

From  the  banning  of  this  connection  Mr.  and  Mrs.- 
Sobertson  were  desirous  to  preserve  her  pension,  which 
was  only  payable  during  her  widowhood,  and  also  to 
preserve  some  reputation  in  society,  which  could  only  be 
had  by  marriage  or  supposed  marriage.  Widowhood  was 
the  title  to  the  pension,  manfiage  was  the  title  to  respect 
in  society ;  there  could  be  a  real  title  only  to  one ;  but 
the  parties  desired  to  have  both,  and  consequently,  what- 
ever the  real  fact  was,  there  was  constant  practice  of 
misrepresentation,  —  to' the  Defendants  there  was  a 
periodical  declaration  of  widowhood,  to  the  society 
where  they  lived  there  was  a  course  of  conduct  from 
which  marriage  was  to  be,  and  perhaps  was  intended  to 
be,  inferred. 

It  is  from  the  midst  of  this  miserable  equivocation, 
this  habitual  and  degrading  deception,  that  it  has  been 
necessary  to  collect  the  evidence  by  means  of  which  it 
is  to  be  ascertained,  if  possible,  what  was  the  real  fact. 

Bearing  in  mind  that  marriage  is  every  where  a  con-r 
tract,  and  requires  the  consent  of  parties,  and  that  what- 
ever may  be  the  circumstances  from  which,  by  the  law  of 
some  countries,  consent  may  be  presumed,  it  is  plain  that 
in  this  case,  as  in  other  cases  of  presumption,  all  the 
circumstances  must  be  considered,  as  well  those  which  re- 
pel. 


p. 
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pel,  as  those  which  sopport  the  presumption  alleged.  On 
the  whole,  I  think,  that  the  evidence  preponderates  in 
£ivour  of  the  Master's  finding.    It  appears  to  me»  that 
Crawfobd.    ^g  parties  when  they  first  went  to  Scotland  were  not  mar- 
ried—the first  connection  between  them  was  illidt— their 
conduct  when  they  first  went  to  ScoUand  gave  rise  to  a 
belief,  that  the  connection  was  illicit,  in  the  minds  of 
other  persons,  and  the  question  seems  to  be,  whether 
their  equivocal  conduct  is  to  be  accounted  for  by  sup* 
posing  that  they  were  not  married,  and  desired  to  keep 
up  appearances,  or  by  supposing  that  they  were  really 
married,  and  yet  acted  in  a  way  to  excite  suspicion  at 
least,  for  the  purpose  of  disguising  the  marriage  and  de* 
firauding  the  trustees  of  the  pension  fund ;  and  it  seems 
to  roe  gready  more  probable,  that  persons  who  were 
under  a  strong  desire  to  preserve  the  pension,  and  whose 
notions  of  virtue  and  morality  did  not  preserve  them  firom 
the  illicit  connection  they  formed,  should  rather  deter- 
mine to  maintain  a  valid  title  to  the  pension,  and  trust  to 
such  contrivances  as  chance  offered  for  acquiring  and 
maintaining  without  just  title  some  respect  in  society,  than 
that  they  should  act  virtuously  and  morally  in  their  per- 
sonal connection,  whilst  they  were  defirauding  the  trustees 
of  the  fund,  by  actual  declarations  on  oath  before  a 
magistrate,  and  by  equivocal  conduct  destroying  the 
title'  to  consideration,  to  which  their  lawful  connection 
entitled  them ;  and  I  think  that  on  the  whole,  the  evi- 
dence supports  this  view  of  the  case,  and  shews,  that  so 
far  as  these  parties  cohabited  in  such  a  manner  as  to 
create  a  habit  and  repute  firom  which  marriage  might  be 
inferred,  they  did  so  for  the  sake  of  appear&nces  only,  and 
without  any  notion  or  consent  by  either  party  that  a  mar- 
riage would  thereby  be  constituted  or  evidenced.     The 
opinions  which  I  have  read  by  the  consent  of  the  parties 
inform  me,  that  the  mere  appearance  to  the  world,  and 
the  habit  an4  repute  will  not  necessarily  make  a  mar- 
riage 
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riage  by  the  law  of  Scotiandj  if  it  can  be  siiflBdentl^        1840. 
inferred  that  the. contract  of  marriage  bad  never  truly 
been  formed  by  the  consent  of  parties:  that  is  to  say,  v. 

that  the  circumstances  on  which  the  belief  of  others  Cbawfobd. 
might  be  founded  or  leading  to  the  inference,  were  per« 
mitted  or  arranged  for  the  purpose  of  disguise  and  ap^ 
pearance  only,  and  that  the  parties  privately  knew  that 
no  tie  actually  existed  between  them ;  and  considering 
the  mode  in  which  the  connection  between  these  parties 
was  formed,  their  loose  morality,  their  interest  to  pre- 
serve the  pension,  the  equivocal  circumstances  in  which 
they  appeared  in  Scotland  to  several  persons  who  have 
made  affidavits,  and  the  periodical  declarations  made  on 
oath  by  Mrs.  Bobertson^  and  exposing  her  to  the  risk  of 
punishment  if  shewn  to  be  false,  I  think  I  must  con- 
dude  that  the  title  to  the  money  is  that  which  they 
preserved  valid,  and  that  they  were  content  to  rest  on 
appearances  only  for  any  claim  which  they  made  for 
admission  into  virtuous  and  respectable  society. 

Their  whole  life  seems  to  have  been  passed  in  at- 
tempts to  maintain  appearances,  without  losing  their 
title  to  the  pension.  Isabella  Guthrie  had  heard  Mr. 
JRcbertson  speak  of  his  wife  Mrs.  Bobertson^  and  other 
witnesses  depose  nearly  to  the  same  effect,  but  only  one 
direct  admission  or  declaration  is  proved.  Mrs.  Robert" 
souj  then  Mrs.  Bourchier^  had  placed  three  of  her  sons 
by  Mr.  Bom-ehier  under  the  care  of  Mr.  Graham  the 
rector  of  a  school  at  Haddington.  In  March  or  April 
1819  she  went  to  see  them,  accompanied  by  Mr. 
Bobertson;  she  was  pregnant,  and  Mrs.  Graham  sup- 
posed that  a  private  marriage  had  taken  place.  In  the 
summer  of  the  same  year  she  again  visited  her  sons,  and 
placed  another  with  Mr.  Graham^  and  then  told  Mrs. 
Graham  that  she  was  married  to  Mr.  Bobertson^  and 
had  borne  him  a  son,  who  was  nursing  at  Jhomingside. 

Considering 
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Considering  the  circomstances,  the  conunnnication  with 
Mn.  Graham,  with  whose  husband  her  sons  were  boarded, 
that  when  she  visited  her  sons  her  state  of  pregnancy 
was  apparent,  and  that  she  repeated  her  visit  after  that 
pregnancy  had  ceased ;  the  occasion  seems  to  have  been 
one  in  which,  for  the  sake  of  appearances  for  herself, 
and  to  avoid  serious  inconveniences  to  her  sons,  she 
might  be  most  desirous  to  represent  herself  as  married, 
though  the  fact  were  otherwise. 

Taking  this  declaration  or  admission  in  connection 
with  all  the  other  facts  of  the  case,  I  do  not  think  that 
it  can  be  held  to  constitute  a  marriage,  or  to  be  any 
evidence  of  a  consent  to  marry. 

It  appears  from  the  evidence^  and  particularly  from 
the  affidavits  of  Dn  Siruthers  and  Mr.  G&n,  that  what- 
ever doubts  might  have  arisen  in  the  minds  of  some 
persons,  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Robertson  had  so  far  succeeded 
in  keeping  up  appearances,  as  to  sustain  a  respectable 
character,  and  to  be  deemed  married  persons  to  a  con- 
siderable extent ;  how  important  this  was  to  their  re- 
ception into  society,  and  to  the  welfare  of  the  daughters 
of  Mrs.  Robertson  by  Mr.  Bourchier^  may  well  be  con- 
ceived, yet  she  half  yearly  made  her  declaration  on 
oath  that  she  was  not  married. 

It  can  hardly  be  doubted,  that  when  the  certificate 
of  the  5th  of  March  1830  was  fabricated,  the  expressions 
which  gave  rise  to  this  litigation,  were  inserted  with  a 
view  to  persuade  some  persons  that  there  had  been  a 
marriage  during  the  whole  time  of  cohabiti^tion,  with- 
out suggestiug  to  the  other  persons  who  had  received 
the  periodical  declarations,  that  any  marriage  had 
taken  place  during  the  time  that  such  declarations  had 
continued. 

Nothing 
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Nothing  is  to  be  said  in  any  way  to  excuse  or  palliate 
the  conduct  which  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Robertson  have  pur- 
sued, but  it  is  my  duty  to  adjudicate  on  their  civil 
rightSi  and  with  a  view  to  that  object,  to  determine 
upon  the  evidence  before  me,  whether  the  Master  has 
rightly  found  that  these  parties  were  not  married  before 
the  5th  of  June  1828,  and  I  think  that  he  has;  and, 
therefore,  that  the  exception  must  be  over*ruled. 
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BUNNY  V.  BUNNY- 


Jii/y  27. 


npHE  question  in  this    case  was,  whether  certain  By  her  will  a 

-*•    legacies  of  200/.  each,  given  by  the  first  codicU  td  ^^^f^^^^ 

the  will  of  the  testatrix,  were  or  were  not  revoked*  ^oo/.  each  to 

X\ie  seven 
children  of 

On  the  20th  of  Naoembei*  1824,  the  testatrix  made  -A  A  ij.,  and 

'  also  other  m- 

her  will,  which  was  prepared  in  a  formal  manner,  com-  terests.    By 

mencing,  «  thU  is  the  last  will,"  &c.,  and  she  thereby,  JS^Je  r^""' 

amongst  other  legacies,  gave  as  follows :  —  *'  I  give  to  voked  the 

the  seven  children  of  my  said   cousin  Joseph  Elandy  ^q^^  the 

Bunmf  a  legacy  of  200/.  each."     She  also  thereby  gave  children  of 

to  each  of  such  children  as  should  be  living  at  her  all  oth^ 

death,  a  reversionary  interest  in  a  sum  of  1750/.  b^h^wfir" 

and  in  lieu 
On  the  15th  of  August  18S5,  she  made  a  codicil  to  ^^oSeS 
her  will,  which  was  also  prepared  in  a  formal  man-  to  Samuel  %xxA 
ner,  commencing  with  the  words,  **  This  is  a  codicil  children  of 

to  J'^'B.hj 

name.  By  her 
tecond  codicil  she  cancelled  all  legacies  left  tn  A^  tuitf  to  J.  27.  ^.'s  children,  and 
by  a  third  codicil  she  revoked  the  legacy  of  SCO/,  by  a  previous  codicil  to  her  will 
given  to  Samuel.  Held,  that  the  legacies  of  2001,  each,  given  to  the  other  four 
children  by  the  first  codicil  were  not  revoked. 
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to  my  will"  dated  the  10th  Naoember  1824,  and  it  con- 
tained this  passage:—  ^*  I  revoke  the  legacy  of  200/. 
each  to  the  children  of  my  late  cousin,  Joseph  Blandj/ 
Bum^f  and  all  and  every  other  legacy,  benefit  or 
bequest,  given  to  them  or  any  of  them  under  my  said 
will,  and  in  lieu  therec^  I  give  only  the  legacy  of  200/. 
each  to  Sanmd  Bumy^  Joseph  Bunmf,  Martha  Bunny^ 
Elizabeth  Btmmfy  and  Anna  Bunw/y  five  of  the  children 
of  my  said  cousin  Joseph  Blandy  Bunm/.*^ 


On  the  18th  of  August  1886,  the  testatrix  wrote  on  a 
small  piece  of  [p^er  the  following  memorandum,  which 
was  proved  as  a  testamentary  paper :  —  **  I  cancel  all 
the  legacies  I  have  left  on  im/  (a)  will  to  my  late  cousin 
Joseph  Blandy  Bwmjf^  children. 

A.  Bunmfy  August  1836." 

On  the  21st  of  December  1886,  she  made  another 
formal  codicil,  commencing,  <*  This  is  a  further  codicil 
to  the  last  will  and  testament  of  me,"  &c.,  which  bears 
date  the  20th  Naoember  1824,  and  which  contained  the 
following  passage :  —  **  I  revoke  the  legacy  of  200/.  by 
a  previous  codicil  to  my  said  will,  given  to  Samuel 
Bunmfy  the  eldest  son  of  my  late  cousin,  Joseph  Blanefy 
Bunm^J*  She  thereby  also  gave  other  legacies,  and  de- 
clared it  to  be  a  further  codicil  to  her  said  will,  and  to 
be  deemed  and  taken  as  part  thereof. 


Joseph^  Martha^  Elizabeth^  and  Anna  Bunny^  by  this 
bill  claimed  the  legacies  of  200L  each  given  by  the  first 
codicil  of  the  15th  of  August  1885,  and  the  question  was, 
whether,  on  the  context  of  the  testamentary  papers, 
these  legacies  had  or  had  not  been  revoked. 

Mr. 

(a)  It  was  ai^goed  that  this  word  in  the  original  was  ^  any/'  and 
nol**my*'* 
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Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  John  Baily,  for  the  Plaintiffi;.        1840. 

By  her  first  codicil  the  testatrix  revokes  the  gifl  of 
200^  each  to  a  class  of  seven  persons,  and  in  lieu  gives 
like  legacies  of  200^  each  to  five  of  those  individuals, 
nomifiatim.  The  testatrix,  who  throughout  makes  a 
distinction  between  her  will  and  codicil,  by  the  second 
codicil  cancels  the  legacies  given  by  the  wiU;  she  did  not 
refer  to  the  gifts  in  the  first  codicil,  and  therefore  leaves 
the  legacies  given  by  the  first  codicil  untouched ;  this 
construction  is  confirmed  by  the  third  codicil :  for  she 
thereby  reooJces  a  legacy  of  200/.  "  by  a  previous  co- 
dicil," given  to  Samuel^  one  of  the  five  persons ;  this 
shews  that  she  conceived,  that  the  legacy  given  to  him 
by  the  previous  codicil  had  not  already  been  revoked : 
for,  if  revoked,  it  would  have  been  perfectly  useless  to 
have  made  another  codicil  expressly  revoking  it;  and, 
fiirther,  if  she  had  intended  the  other  four  persons  to 
take  nothing,  why  not  revoke  their  legacies  at  the  same 
time  with  that  of  Samuel  f  Even  if  the  second  codicil 
revoked  the  legacies  given  by  the  first,  the  third  codicil 
would  operate  as  a  restitution  of  them.  A  construction 
must  be  put  on  these  instruments  which  will  make  the 
whole  consistent;  that  can  only  be  done  by  holding 
that  the  Plamtiffs  are  entitled,  which  construction  is 
clearly  in  accordance  with  the  intention  of  the  testatrix. 

The  principle  which  ought  tp  guide  in  the  decision 
of  such  cases,  is  thus  stated  by  Tindai  C.  J.  in  giving* 
judgment  in  Hoe  dem.  Hearle  v.  Hicks  {a) :  '^  If  the 
devise  in  the  will  is  clear,  it  is  incumbent  on  those  who 
contend  it  is  not  to  take  efiect  by  reason  of  a  revocation 
in  the  codicil,  to  shew  that  the.  intention  to  revoke  is 
equally  dear  and  firee  firom  doubt,  as  the  original  in- 
tention to  devise ;  for  if  there  is  only  a  reasonable  doubt, 
whether  the  clause  of  revocation  was  intended  to  in- 
clude 
(a)  sBkg.iW). 
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1840.       dade  the  particalar  devise^.then  such  devise  ought 
undoubtedly  to  stand." 

A  codicil  ought  not  to  be  presumed  a  revocationy 
unless  it  distinctly  appears :  Griffiths  v.  Grieve  {a).  The 
case  of  Miles  v.  Clark  (fi)  was  very  similar  to  the 
present:  there  the  *^ testatrix  bequeathed  a  legacy  to 
A.  for  life,  with  remainder  to  his  children ;  by  a  codicil 
she  revoked  all  gifls  to  A,  and  his  children,  except 
Amelia^  to  whom  she  gave  400/. ;  the  testatrix  subse- 
quently, in  a  letter  to  Amelia^  which  was  proved  as 
testamentary,  said,  <*  I  cut  A.  and  his  children  off  from 
every  bequest  I  have  formerly  given  to  him  or  them  i** 
It  was  held,  that  the  gift  to  Amelia^  though  one  of  A.*s 
children,  was  not  thereby  revoked. 

Mr.  Tinny  and  Mr.  Piggoii^  contrdj  contended  that 
at  the  time  of  making  the  second  codicil,  the  original 
will  and  the  first  codicil  together  formed  the  will  of  the 
testatrix,  for  all  codicils  form  part  of  a  will :  Crosbie  v. 
MacDoual{c)i  so  that  by  the  second  codicil  the  testatrix, 
in  cancelling  all  the  legacies  she  had  left  in  her  will  to 
the  children  of  Joseph  Blandy  Bunny  revoked  the  gifts 
both  in  the  will  and  in  the  first  codicil.  If  she  had  died 
immediately,  after  the  execution  of  the  second  codicil, 
there  could  have  been  no  question ;  and  if  so  the  gift  by 
the  first  codicil  could  not  be  revived  by  implication : 
.Skerratt  v.  Oakley  {d) ;  that  whatever  might  be  conjee- 
tured  as  to  the  intention  of  the  testatrix,  that  intention. 
If  omitted,  could  not  now  be  supplied :  Holder  v.  How- 
ell{e).  That  there  was  no  greater  inconsistency  in  the 
testatrix  twice  revoking  the  legacies  to  Samuel^  than 
there  would  be  in  adopting  the  Plaintiff's  construction, 

which 

(a)  1  Jae.  4  FT.Sl.  {d)  7  Term  Rep.492. 

{b)  1  Keen,9S.  [e)  S  Ftff.97. 

(c)4F«.«lO. 
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which  assumed  that  she  had  twice  revoked  the  legacies  184a 

of  200/.  given  by  the  will,  namely,  by  the  first  and  third  ^^^"^^^""^^ 

codicils.  V. 


Mr.  Pen^erion,  in  reply. 

T^e  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

It  appears  to  me  that  the  Plaintifi  are  entitled.  The 
testatrix  commences  her  will  and  the  first  and  third 
codicils  with  formal  words ;  she  terms  the  first  ^*  her 
will,"  and  the  two  others  "  a  codicil  to  her  will/'  and  "a 
further  codicil  to  her  will,  bearing  date  the  20th  of  Na^ 
vember  1824;''  and  the  principal  question  is,  what  the 
testatrix  means  by  the  word  <*  will,"  when  used  in  the 
second  codicil.  She  must  mean  either  her  will  or  her 
will  and  codicil  taken  together ;  if  she  meant  the  former, 
she  was  doing  what  was  unnecessary,  as  the  legacies  by 
the  will  had  already  been  revoked ;  and  if  she  meant 
her  will  and  codicil,  then  it  is  not  easy  to  account  for 
the  subsequent  revocation  of  a  supposed  existing  gift  to 
Samuel  In  this  state  of  inconsistency,  by  far  the  most 
reasonable  hypothesis  is,  that  she  was  desirous  of  having 
it  clearly  known  that  she  had  revoked  the  bequests  of 
200/.  each  given  by  her  will,  and  that  in  the  absence  of 
advice,  she  wrote  the  paper,  which  was  a  short  repetition 
of  what  she  had  already  done;  any  doubt  seems  re- 
moved by  the  subsequent  codicil,  when  she  appears  to 
have  had  advice :  no  longer  relying  on  her  recollection, 
and  having  the  assistance  of  a  professional  person,  she 
revokes  the  legacies  of  200/.  by  a  previous  codicil  given 
to  SamueL  It  is  manifest  that  she  and  the  person  who 
was  advising  her  then  considered  that  Samuel^  and  con- 
sequently the  Plaintifis  also,  had  at  that  time  legacies 
left  by  the  previous  testamentary  papers.  I  am  of 
opinion,  therefore,  that  the  Plaintifis  are  entitled,  and 
must  decree  accordingly. 

Decree  for  the  Plaintifis. 

Vol.111.  / 


BUNNT. 
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Jtdy  8, 9.  NEWMAN  V.  HUTTON. 

The  bUl  al-  HPHE  bill,  in  effect,  stated  that  the  Fluntiff  had  been 
l^tiffhad^  employed  by  the  Defendante  as  captun  and  super- 
paid  to  tUe  cargo  of  the  Defendants'  ships  trading  to  Africa^  at  a 
sum  of  1850/.  fix^  salary,  and  a  commission  on  the  goods  sold.    That 

as  the  balance  jj^  made  four  vovaires  without  haviuff  any  settlement  of 

of  accounts  •'^  o       ^ 

between  them,  accounts,  and  that  he  returned  to  England  in  a  very  bad 

£Lrat°thrt    ^^^  ^^  health,  and  was  at  times  deranged.    That  he 

time  deranged,  pressed  for  a  setdement  of  accounts,  and  that  the  De- 

JStothe^"*  fendants,  pretending  that  the  Plamtiff  had  been  guilty 

erroneous        of  embezzlement,  which  the  bill  alleged  to  be  untrue, 

that  the  De-     threatened  to  prosecute  him  for  felony.    That  a  meet- 

fendants  could  j^g   ^^^  place   for   the   settlement  of  the  accounts, 

transport  him;      or 

and  it  alleged  and  that  the  Defendants  made  claims  on  the  Plainti£^ 

WM  dil!^  fr^^  amounting  to  1650Z.,  which  were  afterwards  reduced  to 
the  Plaintiff,  12502.,  which  sum,  as  the  bill  alleged,  <<the  Plaintiff, 
an  account  ^^  ^^^  ^^  ^  ^^  ^^^  ^  ^  deranged  state  of  mind,  agreed 
and  repay-  should  be  paid  to  the  Defendants."  The  bill  alleged 
Defendants,  *^  that  the  Plaintiff  was  not,  in  &ct,  indebted  in  the 
^y  *P^^  sum  of  1250^  or  in  any  sum  of  money,  but  that  the 
the  parties  Defendants  were,  in  fact,  at  that  time[largely  indebted  to 
^tlement^of*  ^^'  ^^  ^^^  ^^  consented  to  pay  the  said  sum  of  1250t 
account,  and  while  labouring  under  temporary  derangement,  and 
credlftolle  under  the  erroneous  impression  that  the  Defendants 
Plaintiff  for      bad  it  in  their  power  to  transport  him,  and  in  order  to 

to  him,  a  sum  prevent  their  so  doing."  The  bill  alleged  that  it  was 
exceeding  ^^^ 

1250/.  was 

found  due  to  the  Defendants,  which  by  final  settlement  was  paid,  and  receipts  given ; 
tliere  was  an  averment  that  the  accounts  were  ju6t,[that  credit  was  given  to  the  Plain- 
tiff for  all  sums  due,  and  that  Defendants  were  justly  entitled  to  credit  for  all  sums 
for  which  credit  had  been  given :  that  there  was  no  error  in  the  account,  and  that 
the  Plaintiff  was  of  sound  mind.  There  was,  however,  no  denial^  by  answer  or  aver- 
ment, that  the  1850/.  was  not  due.    The  plea  was  overruled. 
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then  agreed  that  the  12502.  should  be  paid  by  the       1840. 
Pkinti£P,  and  that  mutual  receipts  should  be  given  in 
fiill  of  all  demands,  which  was  done  the  next  day. 

The  bill  prayed  that  an  account  might  be  taken  of 
what  was  due  to  the  PlaintiflP;  that  the  1250^  might  be 
repaid,  and  that  the  agreement  and  receipt  might  be  de- 
livered up  to  be  cancelled. 

The  Defendants  put  in  a  plea  and  answer  to  this  bill; 
the  plea  stating  that  disputes  having  arisen  between  the 
Plaintiff  and  Defendants,  they  met  for  the  purpose  of 
coming  to  a  final  settlement ;  that  the  books  of  account 
of  the  Plaintiff  and  Defendants  were  produced  and 
examined,  and  the  state  of  the  accounts  ascertained  (a 
calculation  being  made  of  the  commission  due  to  the 
Plaintiff  on  certain  unsold  goods),  and  after  giving 
credit  to  Plaintiff  for  9042,,  which  sum  was  calculated  to 
be  due  to  him,  there  was  or  would,  under  such  com- 
putation, be  due  to  the  Defendants  a  sum  considerably 
exceeding  1250L;  which,  by  way  of  final  settlement  of 
all  accounts  between  them,  it  was  agreed  should  be  paid 
by  the  Plaintiff  to  the  Defendants ;  and  that  receipts  in 
full  of  all  demands  were  to  be  mutually  given.  The 
plea  then  set  out  the  written  agreement,  and  stated  that 
on  the  following  day  the  money  was  paid,  and  mutual 
receipts  were  given ;  it  averred  that  the  books  of  ac- 
count were  just  and  true,  that  credit  was  justly  given 
to  the  Plaintiff  for  all  sums  due,  and  that  the  Defend- 
ants were  justly  entided  to  credit  for  all  sums  in  respect 
of  which  credit  was  taken ;  that  there  were  no  errors 
in  the  account,  and  that  the  Plaintiff,  at  the  time,  was 
of  sound  and  accounting  mind.  There  was  an  answer 
to  the  part  of  the  bill  omitted  from  the  plea,  but  there 
was  no  denial,  by  answer  or  averment,  of  the  allegation 
in  the  biU  that  the  12502.  was  not  due. 

7  2  Mr. 
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1840.  Mr.  Kinderdof  and  Mr.  Spurrier^  in  support  of  the 

HoTTOK.         jj^  p«„&i^oi,  and  Mr.  EUaion,  amtri. 

7^  Master  of  the  Rolls* 

G>nsideriDg  the  nature  of  this  suit,  and  the  extreme 
improbability  that  the  allegations  can  be  true,  I  am  not 
surprised  at  the  effort  which  has  been  made  to  shorten 
the  suit  and  lessen  the  expences. 

This  bill  states  matters  of  account  between  the  par- 
ties, and  that  it  was  necessary  to  settle  them ;  that  the 
Plaintiff  was  in  a  deranged  state  of  mind  from  the  time 
of  leaving  Africa^  and  that  the  Defendants  procured  a 
settlement  of  these  accounts  when  he  was  in  that  state 
of  insanity. 

The  bill  also  states  that  the  Defendants  alleged  that 
they  had  the  grounds  for  establishing  a  criminal  charge 
against  the  Plaintiff,  and  that,  if  convicted,  he  would 
necessarily  have  been  transported ;  and  alleges  that  in 
this  state  of  mind,  and  to  avoid  the  consequences  stated 
in  this  threat,  he  paid  the  1250/.;  there  is  also  an  alle- 
gation that  the  Plaintiff  was  not,  in  fact,  at  all  indebted 
to  the  Defendants  at  the  time  of  the  settlement  and 
payment. 

The  bill  prays  that  an  account  may  be  taken  of  what 
remains  due  to  the  Plaintiff,  for  the  repayment  of  the 
sum  of  1250/.,  and  for  the  delivery  up  of  the  memoran- 
dum of  agreement  and  receipt. 

I  need  not  state  that  if  these  facts  were  true,  the 
Plaintiff  would  be  entitled  to  have  the  transaction  re-in- 
vestigated, and  it  would  seem  a  very  common  equity  in 

this 
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this  Court  to  have  accounts  opened  and  re-investigated  1840. 

where,  under  threats,  payment  of  a  sum  not  due  has  ^T^^^^"^^ 
been  obtained. 


V. 
HUTTON, 


To  this  bill  the  Defendants  put  in  a  plea  and  answer; 
the  plea  stating  that  a  sort  of  agreement  or  settlement 
of  accounts  was  made,  averring  that  the  accounts  in  the 
books  were  just  and  true,  that  there  were  no  errors, 
and  that  the  Plaintiff  was  then  of  sound  mind ;  and  they 
answer  that  part  of  the  bill  which  is  omitted  from  the 
plea;  but  there  is  no  answer  to  the  statement  that 
nothing  was  due  to  the  Defendants. 

The  Defendants  say,  that  the  parties  mit  to  settle 
these  accounts,  that  a  great  part  of  the  Plaintiff's  claim 
related  to  commission  on  goods  actually  sold,  another 
part  to  commission  on  goods  not  sold ;  and  it  is  stated 
that  they  ascertained  what  was  due  in  respect  of  the 
goods  sold,  and  computed  what  was  due  in  respect  of 
goods  unsold,  and  that,  on  the  balance  of  accounts, 
more  than  12S0L  appeared  due  from  the  Plaintiff  to 
the  Defendants;  and  they  state  that  the  accounts  in 
the  books  were  just  and  true  accounts.  But  can  these 
statements,  taken  together,  be  considered  as  an  answer 
to  the  charge  in  the  bill,  that  the  Plaintiff  was  not  in- 
debted to  the  Defendants  in  1250/.  or  any  sum  of 
money  ?  I  think  they  cannot.  It  therefore  does  appear, 
from  the  allegation  remaining  uncontradicted,  that  12507. 
was  not  due,  and  that  as  the  Plaintiff  was  induced  to 
sign  the  receipt  under  threats,  he  is  still  entitled  to  re- 
lief, and  the  plea  must  be  overruled,  with  costs. 


13 
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:7i</y4. 18. 


DAVIES  V.  HARFORD. 


The  Defend- 
ants were 
ordered  to  de- 
posit certain 
documents 
with  their 
clerk  in  court 
for  the  usual 
purposes,  and 
to  giye  an  in- 
spection of 
tne  remainder 
at  their  office, 
and  produce 
them  at  the 
examination 
of  witnesses 
and  at  the 
hearing:  Held, 
that  the  pro- 
duction on  the 
examination 
of  witnesses  in 
town  and  at 
the  hearing] 
should  be  at 
the  expence 
of  the  De- 
fendants; and 
for  production 
on  the  ex- 
amination of 
witnesses  in 
the  country, 
at  the  ex- 
pence  of  the 
Plaintiff. 


nnHE  point  in  this  case  is  fully  stated  in  the  judg- 


ment. 


Mr.  Pembertotiy  for  the  Plaintiff. 
Mr.  Tinnetf^  for  the  Defendants. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

In  this  case  the  Plaintiff  has  obtained  an  order  that 
the  Defendants  do  produce  and  leave  with  their  cleric 
in  court  certain  books  and  papers,  and  the  Plaintiff  is 
to  be  at  liberty,  at  all  reasonable  times  and  upon  giving 
reasonable  notice,  to  inspect,  at  the  office  of  the  Defend- 
ants, Uiree  several  ledgers,  and  to  take  copies  thereof  or 
extracts  therefrom  at  the  Plaintiff's  expence;  and  the 
Defendants  and  their  clerk  in  court  respectively  are  to 
produce  the  books  and  papers  on  the  examination  of 
witnesses,  and  at  the  hearing  of  the  cause. 

The  parties  difier  upon  the  minutes  of  the  order,  only 
in  this  respect,  that  the  Defendants  say,  that  as  the  pro- 
duction of  the  ledgers  on  the  examination  of  witnesses 
and  at  the  hearing  is  to  be  for  the  benefit  of  the  Plain- 
tiff, it  ought  to  be  at  the  Plaintiff's  expence,  and  to  be  so 
expressed  in  the  order;  whereas  the  Pluntiff  says,  that 
according  tq  the  rules  of  the  Court,  which  are  relaxed 
only  for  the  convenience  of  the  Defendants,  the  ledgers 
ought  to  be  deposited  in  the  hands  of  the  clerk  in  court, 
and  that  if  they  were  so,  there  would  be  no  expense  in- 
curred by  the  production  on  the  examination  of  wit- 
nesses 
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nesses  in  town  or  at  the  hearing;  and  that  the  expence  1840. 
of  production  on  the  examination  of  witnesses  in  the 
country  would,  if  required  by  them,  have  to  be  paid  by 
them  in  the  usual  course,  but  that  in  consequence  of  the 
ledgers  being  left  in  the  hands  of  the  Defendants  for 
their  convenience,  there  will  be  considerable  expence  in 
the  production  on  the  examination  of  witnesses  in  town, 
and  at  the  hearing. 

No  precedent  has  been  found  of  any  provision  for 
costs  in  such  an  order  as  this. 

Let  the  production  be  ordered  on  the  examination  of 
witnesses  in  town  and  at  the  hearing  at  the  expence  of 
the  Defendants,  and  for  production  on  the  examin- 
ation of  witnesses  in  the  country  at  the  expence  of  the 
Plaintiff. 


The  DURHAM  and  SUNDERLAND  RAILWAY    Jfdy  is.  si. 
Company  v.  WAWN. 

HTGaE   Defendant    Mr.  W(mn    was    tenant  by  the  The  Court 

curtesy  with  remainder  to  his  infant  son  of  one  one  tenant  in 
undivided  sixth  part  of  two  messuages,  and  two  quays  common  from 
or  wharfs  adjoining  thereto,  situate  in  Sunderland;  the  structionof 
remaining  five  sixths  being  vested  in  other  persons.   This  ^  ^^"?^b  t 
property  was  let  at  an  annual  rent  of  SOL     The  Plain,  where  a  rail- 
tifis  being,  in  1835,  desirous  of  obtaining  this  property  ^^^  ob^nS^ 

for  a  lease  from 
6ve  out  of  six 
tenants  in  common,  and  had,  contrary  to  the  wishes  of  the  remaining  tenant  in  com- 
mon, constructed  a  nulroad  on  the  property,  which,  at  law,  had  been  held  to  be  an 
ouster,  the  Court  refused  to  interfere  by  injunction  to  prerent  the  dissenting 
tenant  in  common  removing  the  rails,  &c,' though  the  rent  agreed  to  be  paid  by  the 
company  was  three  times  the  former  rent. 

74 
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1840. 


The  Durham 
and 

SUNDBRLAND 

Railway 
CompaDy 

Wawn. 


for  the  purposes  of  their  nulway,  agreed  with  the  other 
tenants  in  common  for  a  lease  of  it  for  ninety-nine  years 
at  the  old  rent,  until  the  railway  had  commenced  its 
operations,  and  thenceforward  at  a  rent  of  90/.  a  year* 
A  lease  had  been  prepared  by  which  the  several  tenants 
in  common  purported  to  grant  the  property  to  the  com- 
pany on  the  above  terms,  with  liberty  to  pull  down  the 
houses  and  to  erect  works  and  machinery,  and  the  com- 
pany covenanted  at  the  expiration  of  the  lease  to  replace 
the  properly  in  its  former  condition.  This  lease,  dated 
the  1st  o(  July  1835,  was  executed  by  the  other  tenants 
in  common,  but  the  Defendant  refused  to  execute  it, 
alleging  that  he  had  entered  into  no  agreement  to  grant 
a  lease. 


In  August  18S5,  the  company  nevertheless  entered 
into  possession,  and  pulled  down^he  houses,  and  erected 
the  railway,  works,  &c  on  the  site  at  some  consider- 
able expence.  A  lengthened  correspondence  took  place 
between  the  company  and  Mr.  Wawn  as  to  his  con- 
curring in  the  lease,  but  which  it  is  unnecessary  to  set 
forth.  In  December  1835,  Mr.  Wawn  gave  notice  of 
his  intention  to  bring  an  action  against  the  company, 
and  he  accordingly  brought  an  action  of  ejectment  to 
recover  possession,  but  was  defeated  by  an  outstanding 
term  set  up  by  the  company,  (a)  He  afterwards  brought 
a  second  action  and  recovered.  (6)  On  the  11  th  of  Jtfoy 
1840,  the  Defendant  caused  a  writ  of  possession  for  one 
sixth  of  the  property  to  be  issued;  and  on  the  29th  of 
June  the  company  filed  this  bill  against  Mr.  Wawn  and 
the  other  tenants  in  common,  stating  the  above  facts, 
and  that  from  information  they  had  received,  they  be- 
lieved that  the  Defendant  Waam  would,  on  being  put  into 
possession  of  his  one  sixth,  pull  down  the  buildings,  &c. 

erected 


Ca)  See  Doe  d,  Wawn  v.  Han, 
3  Meetoh  Sf  W.  535. 


(b)  SMeeam^  W.S64. 
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erected  by  the  company,  and  pull  up  the  railway  by 
violence ;  and  unless  prevented  by  injunction  would  take 
such  proceedings  as  would  in  all  probability  lead  to  a 
breach  of  the  peace;  the  bill  prayed  for  an  injunc- 
tion. 

On  the  SOth  oiJune^  the  Master  of  the  Rolls,  for  the 
purpose  of  preventing  any  damage  until  the  question 
could  be  discussed,  granted  an  injunction  exporter  re- 
straining the  Defendant  from  damaging  the  buildings 
and  railway. 


1840. 


The  DuRHAV 
and 

SUNDBRLAND 

Railway 
Company 

Wawn. 


The  Defendant  now  moved  to  dissolve  the  injunc- 
tion* 

Mr.  Bethell  and  Mr.  Hare^  in  support  of  the  motion, 
contended,  that  an  injunction  to  stay  waste  had  in  no 
case  been  granted  on  the  application  of  one  tenant  in 
common  against  another;  that  such  was  the  distinct 
opinion  of  Lord  Eldon  in  Hole  v.  Thomas  {a)^  who 
granted  an  injunction  in  that  case,  on  the  express  ground 
that  the  Defendant  was  there  cutting  timber  of  one  third 
growth  at  an  improper  season,  his  Lordship  observing, 
**  for  that  is  destruction.'*  So  in  Twort  v.  Twort  (i).  Lord 
Eldon  expressed  the  same  opinion  that  there  was  no  in- 
stance of  an  injunction  having  been  granted  between 
tenants  in  common  or  coparceners,  nay,  further,  that  such 
motions  had  been  refused  (c) ;  the  injunction  was  granted 
in  that  case  expressly  on  the  ground  that  the  tenant  in 
common  in  possession  was  an  occupying  tenant  to  the 
Phuntiff.  That  it  had  been  determined  in  this  very  case 
at  law,  that  there  had  been  a  legal  ouster  by  laying  down 
the  railway,  and  that  there  was  no  equity  to  prevent  the 

Defendant 


(a)  7  Vet.SS9, 
{h)  16  Vti.  12S. 


(ff)  See  Goodwtfn  v.  Spray^ 
2  Dickens^  667. 
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184a       Defendant  from  removing  it  if  be  pleaaecL     That  there 
ThTDuBHAM  ^^  ^^^^  °^  acquiescence  on  the  part  of  the  Defendaotf 
who  had  all  along  repudiated  the  agreement  of  the  other 
tenants  in  common. 


and 

SUNDBRLAMD 

Railway 
Company 

V, 

Wawn. 


Mr.  Pembertan  and  Mr.  Eldertonf  amtrA^  contended 
that,  although  a  tenant  in  conmion  bad  an  unquestion- 
able right  of  using  property  in.  a  beneficial  manner  for 
himself  still  he  bad  no-right  so  to  deal  with  it  as  to 
destroy  the  profitable  enjoyment  of  it  by  the  other 
tenants  in  common;  that  here  it  was  evidently  most 
beneficial  to  all  parties  to  lease  the  property  at  a  triple 
rent,  and  that  a  mere  tenant  for  life  of  one  sixth  could  not 
be  allowed  to  prevent  the  other  parties  interested  in  the 
property  from  enjoying  that  benefit  That  to  take  up 
the  rail  would  be  a  mere  wilful  destruction  of  the  pro- 
perty, and  in  the  cases  cited  the  Court  admitted  that  an 
injunction  would  be  granted  between  tenants  in  common 
'^  in  a  case  of  malicious  destruction  (a).**  So  in  7\»0ff 
V.  7\oorf,  it  was  said  by  Lord  Eldon,  '*  Where  a  case  of 
positive  and  actual  destruction  appeared,  I  granted  an 
injunction,  as  that  was  not  the  Intimate  exercise  of  the 
enjoyment  arising  out  of  the  nature  of  the  party's  title 
to  that  which  belonged  to  him  and  the  other  party/' 
There,  also,  die  Defendant  had,  by  acquiescence,  —  by 
standing  by  and  allowing  the  Defendants  to  make  a 
great  outlay  on  the  property,  prevented  himself  enforcing 
his  strict  legal  rights  to  the  Plaintifi^s  prejudice. 


Mr.  BetheU^  in  reply. 

No  acquiescence  is  stated  in  the  bill,  nor  has  any 
been  shown.  The  Plaintiffs  have  put  the  property  in 
^ts  present  state  by  their  own  wrong  and  violence,  and 

in 


(fl)  7  Vcs.690. 
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in  opposition  to  the  wish  of  the  Defendant,  who  has  a 
8tric|  right  to  place  it  in  its  former  position. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  have  read  the  papers  in  this  case,  and  am  of  opinion 
that  the  injunction  cannot  be  sustained.  There  are  two 
grounds  on  which  it  has  been  put  by  the  Plaintifis; 
namely,  acquiescence,  and  secondly,  that  the  circum- 
stances are  such  as  to  amount  to  wilful  destruction  of 
the  common  property.  It  cannot  be  sustained  on  the 
£rst  ground,  for  it  appears  that  the  Defendant  through- 
out has  kept  the  company  at  arm's  length.  On  the 
second  point,  that  it  involves  the  destruction  of  tlie 
property,  two  cases  have  been  stated  which  are  material 
as  showing  this,  that  if  property  be  held  by  tenants  in 
common,  and  enjoyed  in  conformity  with  their  common 
rights,  and  one  makes  wilful  destruction  of  the  common 
property,  he  will  be  restrained  by  the  Court.  This 
state  of  things  does  not  exist :  the  state  of  things  which 
now  exists  was  brought  about  by  the  Flaintifis,  in  de- 
fiance of  the  legal  rights  of  the  Defendant.  This, 
therefore,  does  not  appear  to  me  to  come  within  the 
principle  of  the  cases  cited,  and  the  injunction  must  be 
dissolved  with  costs. 


1840. 


The  Durham 
and 

Sunderland 
Railway 
Company 

V. 

Wawn. 


The  Plaintiffs  appealed  to  the  Lord  Chancellor,  but, 
after  the  hearing,  the  case  was  compromised. 
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A  parly,  acting  r  ■  iHIS  was  a  bill  for  specific  performance  filed  by 

"wtf^i"*'  mUiam  Graham  Bg^t  John  OUver. 

tracted  to  sell 

was  the  ab-  In  I8889  the  Defendant  Oliver^  acting  as  the  owner, 

^f  "^^^r  ^'^^^  *°^  ***  agreement  for  the  sale  to  the  Plaintiff  of 

as  to  the  about  ninety-three  acres  of  freehold  land,  some  lease- 

wartenMt**^  holds,  and  two  leasehold  cottages  for  the  sum  of  BBOOL 

for  life,  with  a  The  Defendant  having  refused  to  perform  his  con- 

at'hU^request'  tract,  the  Plaintiff  filed  this  bill,  praying  a  specific 

and  by  his  performance  of  the  agreement,  upon  the  Defendant 

vested  in*trus-  making  a  good  title ;  or  if  he  should  not  be  able  to 

^f?;,  y^?!^  make  a  irood  title  to  the  whole,  then  for  a  specific 
a  bill  by  the  »  ,  .  ,  7  u        1  , 

purchaser  for   performance  as  to  that  to  which  he  could  make  a  good 

forSwnce,  M^"  ^^^  ^*^  *  reasonable  abatement  from  the  purchase 
enquiry  was      money, 
directed 
«  whether 

theDe-  According  to  the  answer,  it  appeared  that  the  De- 

make  a  good  fendant  was  absolutely  entitled  to  the  leaseholds ;  that 
title,  or  could,  ^^  cottages  belonged  to  his  mother,  who  had  verbally 
to  the  trustees,  promised  to  make  him  a  present  of  them ;  and  as  to  the 
^ood"title  to  freeholds,  that  on  his  marriage  they  had  been  settled  on 
be  made."  the  Defendant  for  life,  or  undl  bankruptcy,  &c.,  with 
in  decreeii^  a  remainder  to  his  wife  for  her  separate  use,  with  re- 
partial  per-  mainder  to  the  children  of  the  marriage  (which  last 
a  contract,  limitations  had  fidled  by  the  death  of  his  wife  without 
^^^  \  issue),  with  remainder  over  to  other  persons ;  and  it  was 
not  the  power  declared  that  it  should  be  lawful  for  the  trustees  of  the 

f/rSSir  .  -ttlemen,. 

Evidence  of  conversations  not  put  in  issue  is  inadmissible,  but  where  conversations 
are  alleged  in  the  answer,  evidence  is  admissible  on  the  pwrt  of  the  Plaintiff  ro  shew 
their  effect,  notwithstanding  they  are  not  stated  in  the  bill. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


125 


settlement,  **  at  the  request  and  by  the  direction  oF  the 
Defendant  during  his  life,'*  to  be  testified  by  some  writ* 
ing/to  sell  the  property  at  such  price  as  to  the  trustees 
should  seem  reasonable. 


1840. 


The  Defendant  resisted  the  performance  of  the  agree- 
ment on  the  following  grounds :  first,  he  insisted  that 
the  memorandum  was  a  proposal  only,  and  not  a  con- 
cluded agreement ;  secondly,  he  alleged  that  the  word 
<*  cottages"  bad  been  struck  out  of  the  agreement  before 
he  executed  it,  and  that  therefore  there  was  no  existing 
contract  as  to  them;  thirdly,  that  the  agreement  had 
been  unfairly  obtained  at  an  undervalue ;  and,  fourthly, 
he  insisted  that  he  could  not  make  a  good  title  to  the 
freehold,  having  no  power  to  compel  the  trustees  to 
execute  the  power  of  sale,  and  that  he  was  wholly 
unable  to  complete  the  contract  as  to  the  cottages. 

Mr.  Petnberton^  Mr.  6.  Turner ^  and  Mr.  G.  Russell^ 
for  the  Plaintiff,  after  combating  the  first  three  objec- 
tions to  a  specific  performance,  depending  on  facts 
which  it  is  not  necessary  to  set  out,  argued,  that  the 
contract  being  valid,  the  FlaintifF  was  entitled  to  a 
specific  performance,  either  as  to  the  whole,  or  as  to 
such  part  as  the  Defendant  was  able  to  make  a  good 
title  to,  and  that  this  was  a  case  for  a  partial  perform- 
ance with  a  compensation :  Thomas  v.  Dering  (a), 
Mortlock  V.  Buller  (i).  Hill  v.  Buckley  (c),  MiUigan  v. 
Cooke,  (d) 

That  as  yet  there  was  no  proof  of  the  Defendant's 
being  unable  to  make  a  good  tide,  or  that  the  trustees 

would 


(a)  \Ke€n^U9* 
{ft)  10r««.916. 


(c)  \lVe:594. 

(<0  leref.i. 
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1840.       would  not  ooncur,  they  tberefbre  asked  for  a  Teference 
II^J]^^  to  the  Mastei*,  similar  to  that  in  Glyn  ▼.  Saale.  (a) 

Mr.  Kifiderdetf  and  Mr.  &  Sharpe^  for  the  Defendant 

Courts  of  equity  will  not  decree  the  specific  perform- 
ance of  every  contract  to  purchase,  if  any  doubt  or  hard- 
ship exists  in  the  case,  it  will  leaye  the  parties  to  their 
remedy  at  law  for  damages  on  the  contract;  here  suffi- 
cient doubt  has  been  thrown  on  the  transaction  to  in- 
duce the  Court  to  withhold  its  intervention,  especially 
in  a  case  where  the  rights  of  persons  not  parties  to  the 
cause  are  deeply  concerned.  If  the  trustees  were  parties 
to  the  cause,  which  they  are  not,  they  would  not  be 
compelled  to  perform  a  contract  to  which  they  were  not 
parties,  or  commit  a  breach  of  trust ;  even  the  tenant  for 
life  may,  for  the  benefit  of  the  parties  interested  under 
the  settlement,  insist  that  he  has  not  exercised  a  sound 
discretion.  The  settled  and  unsettled  property  has  been 
sold  for  one  gross  sum ;  this  was  improvident  as  regards 
the  settled  property,  as  the  respective  values  cannot  be 
clearly  and  satis&ctorily  ascertained,  and  the  prices 
severed. 


As  to  a  partial  performance,  the  case  cited  of  Thomas 
V.  Dering  negatives  the  right  of  the  Plaintiff  to  have  a 

conveyance 


(a)  Glyn  y.  Sawlb  was  a  bill 
by  vendors  for  specific  perform- 
ance of  agreement  to  purchase 
lands  in  Cortnoail,  One  objec- 
tion raised  by  the  Defendants 
was  that  on  part  of  the  estate 
there  existed  certain  rights  of 
tin  bounds,  which  authorized 
persons,  not  otherwise  interested 
in  the  estate,  to  enter  for  the 
purpose  of  searching  for  and 
working  tin  mines. 


By  the  decree  of  the  Master 
of  the  Rolls,  dated  S5th  of  Jufy 
1838,  it  was  referred  to  the 
Master  to  inquirewhether  a  good 
title  could  be  made  to  the  estate 
in  question,  and  at  what  time  it 
was  first  shewn,  *'and  in  case 
the  Master  should  be  of  opinion 
that  a  good  title  could  not  be 
made,  he  was  to  state  the  rea- 
sons upon  wluch  such  o|Mnion 
was  founded." 
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ooDveyance  of  the  life  estate^  and  here  there  is  no  al« 
tamative  prayer,  as  there  was  in  diat  case. 

Mr.  Qeotge  Turner^  in  reply,  refierred  to  Clark  ▼• 
Sofmour.  (a) 

The  Masixr  cf  the  Rous. 

This  bill,  for  the  specific  performanpe  of  an  agree- 
ment or  contract,  is  certainly  filed  under  very  unfortu- 
nate and  very  peculiar  circumstances. 

The  Defendant  being  entitled  to  part  of  the  property 
as  tenant  for  life,  and  as  to  other  part  being  absolutely 
entitled,  and  with  regard  to  the  remainder,  it  being  very 
doubtful  whether  he  had  any  title  at  all,  enters  into  a 
contract  to  sell  the  whole  property  to  the  PlamtiflT,  as  if 
it  was  his  own.  Being  called  upon  to  perform  the 
agreement,  he  first  of  all  disputes  the  validity  of  the 
contract.  I  am  of  opinion,  however,  upon  the  evidence, 
that  the  contract  b  binding  upon  the  Defendant,  and 
that  there  is  no  reason  whatever  for  saying  that  it  was 
unfidrly  obtained.  The  Plaintiff  is,  therefore,  either 
entitled  in  this  court  to  a  specific  performance  as  to  the 
whole  or  in  part,  or  he  is  entitled  to  damages  at  law 
for  the  non-performance  of  his  contract.  It  does  not  at 
present  appear  whether  this  contract  can  be  specifically 
performed  and  carried  into  execution  or  not  It  certainly 
can,  provided  the  trustees,  who  have  a  power  of  sale,  at 
the  request,  and  by  the  direction,  of  the  Defendant, 
think  it  an  advantageous  and  proper  transaction  to  be 
carried  into  effect  by  them.  If  this  appeared  to  be  the 
case,  I  should  have  no  di£Sculty  in  compelling  the  De- 
fendant to  perform  his  part  of  the  contract     If  the 

trustees 


184a 


(a)  7  ^m.  67. 
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1840.  trustees  do  not  so  consider  it|  the  FUntiff  then  de- 
mands to  have  the  contract  carried  into  effect,  so  fat 
as  it  can  be^  by  the  Defendant;  and  this  case  most 
then  be  considered  with  relation  both  to  the  freehold 
or  settled  property,  and  the  leaseholds.  If  the  Plaintiff 
demands  the  conveyance  of  the  mere  interest  which 
the  Defendant  has  in  the  freehold  or  settled  proper^ 
and  in  the  leaseholdsi  then  the  question  arises,  which 
was  considered  "by  me  in  the  case  of  TTiomas  v.  Darings 
whetheri  having  regard  to  all  the  circumstances,  to  the 
nature  of  the  property,  and  to  the  trusts  of  the  settle- 
ment, to  which  part  of  it  b  subject^  there  ought  to  b6 
that  partial  performance. 

The  general  rule,  subject  to  some  qualification,  un- 
doubtedly is,  that  where  a  party  has  entered  into  a  con- 
tract for  the  sale  of  more  than  he  has,  the  purchaser,  if 
he  thinks  fit  to  accept  that  which  it  is  in  the  power  of 
the  vendor  to  give,  is  entitled  to  a  performance  to  that 
extent 

Tliere  is,  however,  a  very  great  difficulty  in  all  these 
cases,  and  I  scarcely  know  how  it  can  be  overcome ; 
though  a  partial  performance  only,  it  has  been  some- 
what incorrectly  called  a  specific  performance;  the 
sentiments  of  Lord  Medesdale  on  this  point,  as  expressed 
by  him  in  two  cases  before  him  (a),  are  strongly  im- 
pressed on  my  mind.  The  Court  has  thought  it  right 
in  many  cases  to  get  over  those  difficulties  for  the  pur- 
pose of  compelling  parties  to  perform  the  agreements 
into  which  they  have  entered ;  and  it  is  right  they  should 
be  compelled  to  do  so  where  it  can  be  done  without 
any  great  preponderance  of  inconvenience. 

I  think 

(a)  LawrentoH  v.  Buiierf  1  Sclu  ^  Lrf,  15.;  Harnett  v.  TefiSng, 
SSck.^Ltf.653. 
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I  think  it  right  to  direct  an  inquiry  in  the  terms  1840. 
asked,  making  no  declaration  however  at  present  as  to 
the  specific  performance  of  the  contract;  the  inquiry 
however  is  directed  with  a  view  to  a  specific  perfbrm- 
ance»  if  upon  the  result  it  should  be  ascertained,  that  it 
can  be  properly  directed  in  this  case. 

It  is  clear  as  to  the  leaseholds,  that  the  Defendant  has 
an  absolute  power  of  selling  them,  and  I  am  not  pre- 
pared to  say,  if  the  PlaintifP  asked  for  a  specific  perform- 
ance of  the  agreement  so  far  as  it  related  to  those  lease- 
holds, that  he  would  not  have  a  right  to  insist  upon  it; 
whether  he  would  or  not  does  not  now  appear. 

As  to  the  costs,  it  is  not  at  present  clear  that  a  specific 
performance  will  be  decreed;  it  may  possibly  happen, 
that  notwithstanding  the  situation  in  which  things  now 
appear,  this  bill  may  ultimately  be  dismissed.  I  think 
it  premature  to  give  the  costs  in  the  present  state  of  the 
cause;  they  must  therefore  be  reserved. 


A  point  occurred  during  the  progress  of  this  cause  in 
respect  to  the  admissibility  of  evidence.  The  Plaintifi^pro- 
posed  to  give  in  evidence  certain  conversations  with  the 
Defendant  which  were  not  charged  in  the  bill,  but  which 
to  some  extent  were  stated  in  the  answer. 

The  Mast£r  of  the  Rolls  said,  I  do  not  mean  in 
any  way  to  prejudice  the  existing  rule,  that  conversations 
not  put  in  issue  cannot  be  read  in  evidence,  but  in  this 
case  I  think  that  to  some  extent  the  evidence  is  admissible. 
In  the  answer,  communications  to  a  particular  effect  are 
stated ;  these  allegations  being  made  by  the  Defendant, 
the  Plaintiff  has  a  right  to  meet  them  by  evidence ;  and 
to  the  extent  of  shewing  the  real  effect  of  these  com- 

VoL.  III.  K  munications, 
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municatioDSy  or  that  they  were  not  suoh  as  are  stated 
in  the  answer,  I  am  of  opinion  that  these  depositions 
may  be  read.  So  far  as  they  tend  to  shew  something 
quite  unconnected  with  that  which  is  alleged  in  the 
bill  and  answer,  I  think  it  would  be  an  infringement  of 
the  rule  to  admit  them. 


EXTRACT  OF  DECREE. 

Refer  it  to  the  Master  to  enquire  whether  the  Defendant  can 
make  a  good  title,  or  can  by  application  to  the  trustees  of  tibe  in« 
denture  of  settlement  of  the  Sd  and  3d  days  oi  Naifember  IB57,  in 
the  pleadings  mentioned,  procure  a  good  title  to  be  made  to  the 
premises  comprised  in  the  contract  or  agreement  in  the  pleadings 
mentioned^  including  the  cottage  therein  mentioned,  or  to  any  and 
what  part  thereof;  and  in  case  the  said  Master  shall  find  that  a 
good  title  cannot  be  made  to  the  said  premises  or  any  part  thereof, 
then  he  is  to  state  to  the  Court  the  reason  why  such  good  title 
cannot  be  made^  with  liberty  to  state  special  drcumstances. 


A  Master  in 
ordinary  hav- 
ing become 
incapacitated 
from  attend- 
ing to  the 
business  of  his 
.  office,  the 
matters  were 
transferred  to 
the  Master  in 
rotation,  with 
liberty  for  him 
to  adopt  the 
proceedings 
already  had. 


ATTORNEY-GENERAL  v.  The  HABER- 
DASHERS' COMPANY. 

/~\NE  of  the  Masters  in  ordinary  having  by  ilbess 
^^^  become  permanently  incapacitated  from  attending 
to  the  business  of  his  office,  frequent  applications  were 
made  by  motion  to  the  Court,  to  transfer  the  matter  to 
the  office  of  another  Master.  In  some  of  these  cases 
the  Master's  report  had  been  actually  prepared,  and 
only  required  his  signature;  and  the  application  in  such 
cases  was,  that  the  Master  in  rotation  might  sign  the 
report. 

JTie  Master  of  the  Rolls  settled,  in  all  these  cases, 
that  the  proper  order  to  be  made  was,  **  to  transfer  the 
matter  to  the  Master  in  rotation,  with  liberty  for  him,  if 
he  should  think  fit,  to  adopt  the  proceedings  already  had 
in  the  Master's  office." 
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MATTISON  V.  TANFIELD.  •^«<y23. 

Aug.  1. 

rriHE  testator   in    this   cause    devised  certain    real  A  testator  de» 
-*•    estates  to  trustees^  to  hold  to  them  their  heirs  and  State*^ trust, 
assigns,  and  proceeded  to  express  himself  as  follows :  for  the  per- 
**  but  in  trust,  nevertheless,  for  the  person  or  persons  his  decease 
who  at  the  time  of  my  decease  shall  be  the  next  of  kin  should  be  the 

r     -n.    ,  ,     ^.  1  n    rr»  «  n  •  i  neXt  of  klU  Of 

of  Micnard  Dtxon^  late  of  ThoraUy  aforesaid,  grocer,  R,  d.  de- 
deceased,  (the  great  grandfather  of  my  late  wife  Eliza-  ^^J^^  ^'y^ 
beth  Terry  deceased),  according  to  the  statute  made  for  statute  of  dls- 
the  distribution  of  intestates'  effects,  and  his,  her,  or  S!^r1ldn  as^ 
their  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever ;  and  if  there  shall  be  tenants  in 
more  than  one  such  person,  they  shall  take  as  tenants  next  of  kin 

in  common,  and  not  as  joint  tenants/*  consisted  of 

great  grand- 
children's 

At  the  death  of  the  testator,  there  were  living  de-  t^e^J.hiyj^"'* 
scendants  oi  Richard  Dixarij  coming  under  the  descrip-  ofereatgrand- 
don  of  next  of  kin  according  to  the  statute  of  distribution,  children  :^ 
seventeen  persons,    seven  of  whom    descended  from  Held,  that 
Isabella,  the  only  daughter,  and  ten  of  whom  descended  gihTpe^Jand^'^ 
from  Thomas  Dixon,  the  only  son  of  the  same  Richard  ^ot  per  capita. 
Dixon,  and  they  stood  in  different  degrees  of  propin- 
quity.     The  next  of  kin  of  equal  degree  were  great 
grandchildren's   children;    the   rest  were  children  of 
great  grandchildren's  children,  who  by  representation 
according  to  the  statute  of  distribution  are  deemed  to  be 
next  of  kin.     That  these  were  the  persons  to  take  was 
admitted,  and  the  question  was,  whether  they  were  to 
take  per  capita  or  per  stirpes.    The  Plaintiffs,  and  the 
others  who  claimed  as  children  of  great  grandchildren's 
children,  insisted  that  the  seventeen  next  of  kin  thus 
ascertained,  were  to  take  per  capita,  and  that  each  was 

K  2  entitled 


IS^ 
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Mr.  6.  Richards  and  Mr.  Miller,  canird,  contended 
that  no  injunction  ought  to  be  granted  until  the  Plain-  , 
ti£&  had  established  their  title  at  law ;  that  the  two  works 
had  been  compiled  from  common  authorities,  and  that 
the  Plaintiffif  had  deprived  themselves  of  their  right  to 
an  injunction  by  acquiescence  and  delay;  they  cited 
Saunders  v.  Smith,  (a) 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  reserved  his  judgment 
until  he  had  again  read  the  affidavits. 


Aug.  8.  TTie  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

In  this  case  it  has  appeared,  and  upon  reconsideration 
now  appears  to  me,  that  the  injunction  for  which  the 
Plaintiffs  have  moved  ought  not  to  be  granted.  The 
work  of  the  Defendant  which  is  sought  to  be  restrained 
is  on  the  same  subject  as  the  work  in  which  the  Plain- 
tiffs claim  copyright 

The  two  works  were  preparing  for  publication  at  the 
same  time.  The  publication  of  the  Defendants  began 
first,  and  the  attention  of  the  Plaintiffs  was  drawn  to  it 
at  the  commencement,  and  afterwards  during  the  pro- 
gress of  the  Defendants'  publication,  which  was  com- 
pleted six  years  and  a  half  before  the  bill  was  filed ;  and 
for  more  than  one  year  before  the  bill  was  filed  a 
complete  copy  of  the  Defendants'  work  was  in  the  pos- 
session of  the  Plaintiffs,  and  had  been  obtained  by  the 
'Plaintiffs  for  the  express  and  avowed  purpose  of  inves- 
tigating the  contents  and  comparing  them  with  the 
contents  of  the  Plainti£&'  work,  and  the  contents  of  Ful- 
lartorCs  book,  which  at  that  time  was  under  consideration 
here.     The  delay  of  the  Plaintiffs  is  accounted  for  by 

reasons 
{fl)  ^Myhe^Craig^llU 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY.  1S5 

reasons  which  affect  them  and  relate  to  their  own  conve-       1840. 

ninence  only.    In  the  consideration  of  the  case  I  have        jj^^ 

seen  no  reason  to  doubt  the  Plainti£Es'  copyright ;  and  «. 

upon  the  examination  of  the  exhibits  I  have  found     ^^'■•^• 

reason  to  think  that  in  the  preparation  of  Mn  Gortorfs 

third  volume,  considerable  use  Was  made  of  the  Plain- 

d&'  work :  and  although  the  small  extent  to  which  the 

Flaintiffi  from  time  to  time  made  themselves  acquainted 

with  the  contents  of  the  Defendants'  work,  may  in  point 

of  fiict  be  entirely  true;  yet  it  appears  to  me,  that  the 

Plaintiffs  having  so  strong  an  interest  in  the  subject, 

having  such  powerful  motives  for  vigilant  attention,  and 

having  such  means  of  information,  cannot  be  allowed  in 

a  court  of  justice  to  state  that  they  remained  ignorant  of 

that  which  they  had  the  perfect  means  of  knowing,  and 

which  it  was  their  avowed  purpose  as  well  as  their 

strong  interest  to  learn ;  and  under  these  circumstances 

I  think  it  my  duty  to  impute  to  them  such  a  knowledge 

of  the  contents  of  the  Defendants'  work  as  made  it  their 

duty  to  apply  for  an  injunction,  if  at  all,  at  a  much 

earlier  period. 

And  on  the  ground  of  delay,  and  not  for  any  other 
reason,  I  think  that  the  injunction  moved  for  must  be 
refiisedv 


K4, 
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^rdy  17.  WILSON  x>.  CLUEIL 

Genendlj,  ^IIHIS  was  a  biH  for  redemption  filed  by  a  party 
are  notX*  entitled  to  the  equity  of  redemption  of  the  pro- 

rected  againit  perty  in  question  against  the  representatives  of  the 

a  mortgagee  _^ 

in  possession,    mortgagee. 

when  the  in* 

terest  is  in  »      ^     ..    ^        #»»  ^^  <■   « 

arrear  at  the        In  April  17895  Thomas  Cluer  mortgaged  the  property 

time  he  took    ^^  jjjg  brother  John  Cluer,  for  securing  40/.  and  lawful 

possession ;  '  ^ 

and  in  the        interest;  this  was  effected  by  the  assignment  of  an  old 
speciaUrr-       ^^^^  ^^  ^^  years.    John  Cluer  in  the  same  year  took 
cumstances,  if  possession,  but  when,  in  particular,  or  whether  any  arrear 
not?kbfe  to"  of  interest  was  then  due  did  not  clearly  appear;  he  con- 
account  with    tinued  in  possession  until  1824.    • 
annual  rests, 
when  he  enters 
into  posses-         jjj  ji^gy  ^^  account  was  taken  between  the  parties, 

sion,  he  does  -.         ,  i    ,  r       -^ 

not  become  so  when  it  was  ascertained  and  settled,  that  the  sum  of 

the  who?e*of  ^^^^  ^^**  ^^'  ^^  ^"®  ^  ^^  mortgagee  for  principal 
the  mortgage  interest  and  expenditure.  In  1824  possession  was  re- 
paid o£  taken  by  the  Plaintiff,  and  a  sum  of  40/*  was  tendered 

Where,        by  him  to  the  mortgagee  in  payment  of  his  demands* 
however,  a 
mortgagee  in 

possession  j^^„  ^/u^  the  mortgagee  died  in  1882,  and  the  De- 

came  to  an  °  ®  ' 

account  with    fendant  Hannah  Cluer,   who  was    his  sole  executrix 

whenTby^n^'*  brought  an  ejectment  in  18SS  and  recovered  possession 

the  arrears  of   in  the  following  year;  she  had  ever  since  retained 

interest,  &c. 

were  con-         possession. 

verted  into 

leaving  there-  At  the  hearing  of  the  cause,  it  had  been  referred  to 
and^he'^con-'^   ^'^  Master  to  take  the  accounts  between  the  parties ; 

tinned  in  pos-  by  his  report  he  treated  the  128/.  \Ss.  Bd.,  found  to  be 
session,  the  -, 

rent  being  ""® 

more  than  sufficient  to  keep  down  the  interest,  the  Court  directed  annual  rests. 
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due  in  1797  upon  the  3ettlement  of  accounts,  as  prin-        1840. 
cipal,  and  calculated  interest  thereon;  and  he  found 
that  45/.  5s.  Id.  was  due  to  the  Defendant.    It  appeared 
that  the  annual  rents  were  more  than  sufficient  to  dis- 
chai^  the  interest  on  the  1282L  18s.  bd^ 

The  cause  now  came  on.  for  further  directions  on 
the  Master's  report,  to  which  no  exceptions  had  been 
taken. 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Coleridge^  for  the  Plaintiff. 
If  the  interest  be  not  in  arrear  when  a  mortgagee 
takes  possession  and  the  rents  exceed  the  interest,  he 
is  bound  to  apply  the  surplus  in  the  liquidation  of 
the  principal,  Shephard  v.  EUiot  {a\  and  the  Court 
in  such  a  case  will  direct  annual  rests  to  be  made 
against  the  mortgagee;  this  may  be  done  on  further 
directions,  Wilson  ▼.  Metcalfe  (i).  The  mortgagee  in 
this  case  took  possession  the  same  year  in  which  the 
mortgage  was  made,  and  there  could  not  have  been  any 
interest  then  due ;  besides  which,  by  the  settlement  of 
accounts  in  1797,  the  interest  was  converted  into  prin- 
cipal, and  then,  at  least,  nothing  was  due  for  interest. 
There  ought  therefore  to  be  a  reference  back  to  t|ie 
Master  to  review  his  report  and  take  the  account  with 
annual  rests,  in  which  case  it  will  appear  that  the  Plain- 
tiff has  tendered  more  than  was  due. 

Mr.  StintoUf  contrdy  contended  that  the  pleadings  and 
decree  precluded  the  account  now  asked.  That  a  very 
special  case  was  required,  to  authorize  an  account  with 
annual  rests ;  Davis  v.  Menf  (c).  Latter  v.  Dashwood  (d). 
That  by  the  settlement  of  1797,  the  parties  agreed 

amongst 

(a)  4  Mad,  254.  (c)  19  r«. 382., and  Cooper,93H. 

(b)  lIiuu.S30.  id)  6  Sm.4€S.i  and  see  Finch 

V.  Brown^  aiUi^  p,  70. 
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1840.       amongst  tfaemselYes  in  taking  an  account  without  rests, 
^'^P'^"^    ^d  had  thereby  recognized  the  principle  that  they 
should  be  taken  in  the  usual  mode. 

Mr.  Tinney  and  Mr.  JS.  Montague^  for  other  parties. 

Mr.  Pemierioiif  in  reply. 


V. 

Clubr. 


Aug.  1.  77ie  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

This  cause  came  on  for  further  directions  on  the 
Master's  report,  in  a  suit  instituted  for  the  redemption 
of  a  mortgage. 

The  mortgage  consisted  of  a  term  of  500  years,  which 
was  created  in  the  year  1758,  and  in  the  month  of  April 
1789  was  assigned  to  John  Cluer  to  secure  the  repay- 
ment to  him  of  402.  and  lawful  interest  The  equity  of 
redemption  was  then  vested  in  JTumas  Cluer  the  brother 
oijchn^  the  mortgagee. 

J(An  Cluer  in  the  year  1789  (the  same  year  in  which 
the  mortgage  was  assigned  to  him),  took  possession  of 
the  mortgaged  estate,  and  he  continued  in  such  posses- 
sion till  the  year  1824,  a  period  of  about  thirty*five 

years. 

At  the  time  when  possession  was  taken,  there  could 
not  have  been  more  than  half  a  year's  interest  due  on 
the  mortgage  money,  and  it  does  not  appear  whether,*  in 
&ct,  any  interest  was  due  at  the  time  of  taking  posses- 
sion in  the  year  1789. 

The  Master  states  in  his  report,  that  in  the  year  1797 
^  account  was  stuted  between  Jcfm  Cluer  the  mort- 
gagee. 
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gagee,  and  bis  tlien  late  brother  Thomas  Ctuer^  of  the        1840. 
S5th  o{  March  17979  which  contained  an  account  of  the 
expenditure  of  John  Cluer  the  mortgagee  in  respect  of 
the  mortgaged  premises,  and  also  of  the  principal  sum 
of  4(tf.  and  interest  secured  thereon  by  the  mortgage; 
tmd  that  by  such  account  it  was  then  ascertained  and 
settled,  that  there  waa  then  due  to  John  Chter^  the 
mortgagee,  the  sum  of  198/.  185.  6d.  upon  the  entire 
balance  of  such  account  for  principal,  interest,  and 
expenditure;  in  the  subsequent  part  of  report^   the 
Master  treats  this  sum  of  128/.  185.  5d.  as  principal 
money,  and  computes  interest  thereon.    The  particulars 
of  the  account  are  not  stated,  otherwise  than  as  I  have 
mentioned,  nothing  is  said  of  rent,  although  at  that  time 
the  mortgagee  had  been  about  eight  years  in  possession 
of  the  estate ;  but  taking  this  (as  upon  the  Master's  re- 
port not  objected  to  I  think  I  ought)  as  a  settled  ac- 
count between  mortgagor  akid  mortgagee  in  possession, 
in  relation  to  the  mortgage  debt  and  the  amount  due 
on  the  security,  it  appears,  that  all  which  was  then  due 
to  the  mortgagee,  either  was,  or  was  then  converted  into, 
principal  money ;  after  the  settlement  of  the  account, 
128A  185.  5d.  principal  money  was  due  on  the  mort- 
gage, and  nothing  was  duje  for  interest.    The  mort- 
gagee, having  nothing  due  to  him  for  interest,  neverthe- 
less continued  in  possession  of  the  estate ;  and  the  rents 
and  profits  in  every  year  exceeded  the  annual  interest 
accruing  due  on  the  principal  sum  of  128/.  185.  Bd^  and 
on  a  further  sum  of  2L  05.  4rf.  which  at  a  subsequent 
period  became  due  to  the  mortgagee  for  substantial 
repairs. 

Under  these  circumstances,  the  question  is,  whether 
the  surplus  of  the  rents  after  satisfying  the  interest, 
ought  or  ought  not  to  be  annually  applied  in  reduction 
of  the  principal  money  due  on  the  mortage ;  or  in 

oth^r 
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1840.       other  words,  whether  the  account  ought  to  be  taken 
against  the  mortgagee  with  annual  rests. 

With  some  qualification  perhaps,  it  may  be  said  to  be 
a  general  rule,  not  to  direct  annual  rests  to  be  made  in 
the  accounts  of  a  mortgagee  in  possession,  when  the  in- 
terest is  in  arrear  at  the  time  when  he  takes  possession; 
and  in  the  absence  of  any  special  reason,  I  conceive  that 
if  a  mortgagee  is  not  liable  to  account  with  annual  rests 
when  he  enters  into  possession,  he  does  not  become  so 
liable  when  the  arrear  of  interest  is  paid  ofi^  or  till  after 
the  whole  of  the  mortgage  debt  has  been  paid  off  by 
receipt  of  the  rents,  although  from  the  time  when  the 
debt  is  ascertained  to  be  paid  off,  annual  rests  will  be 
decreed,  though  none  were  ordered  previously. 

I  am  not  aware  of  any  case,  in  which,  although  the 
mortgagee  may  have  taken  possession  under  circum- 
stances which  did  not  render  him  liable  to  account,  with 
annual  rests,  there  was  afterwards  a  settled  account,  by 
which  it  appeared  either  that  no  interest  was  due,  or 
that  any  interest  which  was  due  was  satisfied  as  interest, 
by  being  converted  into  principal,  and  the  mortgagee 
continued  in  the  receipt  of  rents  of  amount  more  than 
sufficient  to  satisfy  the  interest  of  such  principal.  But  it 
appears  to  me,  that  such  settlement  of  account  ought 
to  be  considered  as  a  rest  made  by  the  parties  them- 
selves ;  and  that  the  mortgagee  continuing  in  possession 
after  the  statement  of  such  an  account,  and  with  no 
interest  due  to  him,  must,  from  that  time,  be  dealt  with 
as  a  mortgagee  who  takes  possession  without  any  in- 
terest being  in  arrear. 

Declare  that  from  the  25th  of  March  1797,  when 
the  account  was  settled  as  in  the  report  mentioned, 
the  annual  surplus  of  the  rents  after  satisfying  the  in- 
terest 
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terest  of  the  principal,  or  so  much  thereof  as  remained 
due  ought  to  be  applied  in  reduction  of  the  principali 
and  for  that  purpose  refer  it  back  to  the  Master  to  make 
annual  rests  in  the  account  of  rents  and  interest. 


Ul 


1840. 


Having  read  the  pleadings,  I  observe,  that  the  account 
of  1797  is  not  mentioned,  either  in  the  bill  or  in  the 
answer.  There  was  in  the  year  1824,  a  tender  of  40/. 
which,  upon  taking  the  account  as  directed  by  the  de- 
cree, appears  to  have  been  2/.  Bs.  Id.  less  than  the 
amount  then  actually  due ;  and  whether  it  was  or  not 
sufficient,  being  the  principal  point  in  the  cause,  the 
Plaintiff  has  fail^  in  establishing  his  allegation,  upon  the 
mode  of  taking  the  account  which  he  appeared  to  be 
entitled  to  upon  his  bill ;  the  question  of  costs,  under 
these  circumstances,  will  have  to  be  considered. 


HICKS  t;.  KEAT. 


Aug,  7. 


TTTENRY  GRAY  KEAT  died  intestate,  leaving  a  Pending  a  suit 

-^-^  widow  and  an  only  son  Ebenezer  Keat^  who  there-  nistration  of 

upon  became  entitled  to  his  personal  estate.     His  widow  awe^^  a"^ 

died  shortly  after,  and  Ebenezer  Keat  took  out  letters  of  accounts  had 

administration  to  his  father,  swearing  the  property  to  be  Jhe^AttDrney- 

under  12,000/.,  and  paying  300/.  for  probate  duty.  General  pre- 

sented a  peti- 
TT»/^n   tionforpay- 
^P<>°  mem  out  of 
tlie  assets,  of 
a  sum  which,  under  false  representations,  had  been  returned  to  the  administrator  as 
over  paid  in  respect  of  probate  duty,  and  for  the  legacy  duty  payable  by  the  admi- 
nistrator on  his  snare  of  the  residue.    The  administrator  had  wasted  the  assets,  and 
the  widow,  who  was  entitled  to  one  third,  had  not  been  paid :  HelJ,  that  the  ap« 
plication  was  premature,  and  the  petition  was  dismissed* 

Whether  the  money  thus  repaid  formed  a  primary  charge  on  the  fund,  qutsre. 
In  an  administration  suit,  the  Court  proviucs  for  the  payment  of  the  legacy  duty 
before  payment  to  the  legatee. 
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1840.  Upon  the  affidavit  of  Ebenezer  K$at^  stating  that  a 

mistake  had  been  made  in  the  valuation  of  the  intestate's 
estate,  and  that  the  value  thereof  did  not  exceed  6000^, 
the  commissioDers  of  stamps  returned  him  \^1U  15f.  in 
respect  of  over  paid  probate  duty.  Menezer  Keat 
wasted  the  assets,  and  a  suit  was  instituted  against  him 
in  this  Court  by  the  representatives  of  the  widow,  for 
the  administration  of  the  intestate's  estate;  the  usual 
accounts  had  be^i  directed  to  be  taken  before  the 
Master,  a  sale  of  the  leasehold  property,  which  was  the 
only  remaining  estate,  had  been  directed,  and  a  receiver 
appointed.  No  report  had  yet  been  made  by  the  Master. 
Ebenezer  Keat  being  called  upon  by  the  usual  rule 
issuii^  out  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer  to  render  an 
account  of  the  intestate's  estate^  rendered  one,  by  which 
it  appeared  that  the  value  amounted  to  11,0002.  and 
upwards,  and  the  duty  of  1  per  cent,  on  two  thirds, 
being  the  share  o( Ebenezer  Keat^  amounted  to  772. 8s.  lOd. 

The  Attorney-General  presented  this  petition  in  the 
cause  praying  a  declaration  that  the  leaseholds  were 
liable  to  answer  the  debt  of  225/.  Ss.  10i2.,  composed  of 
the  two  above  named  sums  of  147/.  155.  and  77^  8x.  10</., 
due  to  Her  Majesty;  that  the  same  might  be  paid  by 
the  receiver  out  of  the  rents  and  profits,  and  if  not  paid 
out  of  the  rents  previous  to  the  sale,  then  that  it  might 
be  paid  out  of  the  produce  of  the  sale. 

Ebenezer  Keat  had  become  bankrupt 

Mr.  t/.  Romilb/f  in  support  of  the  petition,  contended 
that  the  probate  and  legacy  duties  were,  under  the 
statutes,  a  primary  charge  on  the  assets,  and  ought  to 
be  paid  in  priority  to  all  other  claims. 

Mr. 
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Mr.  Pemberton^  corUri,  contended,  as  to  the  probate  1840. 
doty,  that  even  if  it  were  a  lien  on  the  property,  which 
he  did  not  admit,  stiU  having  been  once  actually  paidy 
the  assets  had  been  released ;  and  that  the  commis-^ 
sioners  had  no  right,  under  the  statutes,  to  revert  to 
the  assets  belonging  to  others,  for  payment  of  money, 
which  the  administrator,  by  false  representations,  had 
obtained  from  the  commissioners. 

As  to  the  legacy  duty  on  the  son's  share,  that  It 
formed  no  lien,  and  that  the  commissioners  had  no  right 
to  throw  the  burthen  of  the  son's  legacy  duty  on  the 
mother's  share  of  the  residue. 

That  the  present  application  was  unwarranted  by  the 
practice  of  the  Court,  and  altogether  premature. 

Mr.  J.  Bomilli/i  in  reply. 

The  36  G.  3.  c.  52.  and  the  55  6.  S.  c.  184.  were 
referred  to. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

It  appears  that  the  probate  duty  having  been  pro- 
perly paid,  the  commissioners,  on  the  representations  of 
the  Defendant,  returned  him  147/.  15^.  Upon  that  pro-^ 
ceeding  it  would  appear,  that  the  commissioners  of 
stamps  and  the  Crown  were  defrauded ;  and 'the  ques- 
tion made  in  that  respect  is  this,  what  is  the  situation  of 
the  Crown  as  against  the  estate?  what  is  the  demand  of 
the  Crown  ?  and  how  is  it  to  be  enforced  ?  There  was 
a  hon&Jide  debt  due  to  the  amount  stated,  which  was 
bond  Jide  paid;  a  part  of  it  was  repaid  upon  a  &lse 
statement,  and  the  question  is,  what  are  the  rights  of 
the  Crown  in  respect  of  the  sum  so  repaid?  It  is 
argued  by  the  petitioners,  that  tlie  debt  is  remitted  to 

the 
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1840.  the  very  same  situation  in  which  it  originally  stood; 
and  that  the  Crown  has  the  same  rights  against  the 
estate,  as  it  would  have  had,  if  the  sum  of  SOOL  had 
never  been  paid.  On  the  other  side  it  is  said,  that  the 
SOOL  was  actually  paid;  and  if  the  commissioners^ 
having  ample  means  of  satisfaction,  allowed  themselves 
to  be  deluded  in  this  manner,  the  Crown  has  not,  to 
the  prejudice  of  diose  entitied  to  the  estate,  the  same 
remedy  which  it  originally  had. 

The  act  of  parliament  is  wholly  silent  upon  this  sub- 
ject ;  yet  this  petition  is  presented  during  the  adminis- 
tration of  the  estate,  in  an  early  stage  of  the  cause,  un- 
supported by  any  statement  in  the  Master's  report, 
desiring  that  this  claim  of  the  Crown  may  be  satisfied 
out  of  the  assets ;  I  cannot  help  thinking  that  this  is 
premature.  I  do  not  know  how  I  am  to  arrive  at  a 
satisfactory  conclusion  upon  the  important  point  which 
has  been  raised ;  and  I  doubt  whether  I  ought  to  take 
upon  me  to  decide  it  without  the  assistance  of  another 
tribunal ;  at  all  events,  it  is  not  necessary  to  be  decided 
in  this  stage  of  the  cause. 

The  other  part  of  the  case  is  different  Legacy  duty, 
or  residue  duty,  is  payable  out  of  the  shares  which 
•belong  to  the  son  and  the  widow ;  the  usual  mode  is 
to  pay  the  legacy  duty  at  the  time«when  the  legacy  is 
paid  or  retained ;  and  I  do  not  find  any  statement  here 
that  there  has  been  any  appropriation  of  the  different 
parts  of  the  residue,  or  that  the  son,  who  was  entitied 
to  two  thirds,  ever  did  appropriate  any  part  to  himself, 
or  retain  any  portion  in  satisfaction  of  his  two  thirds ; 
if  he  had  done  so,  his  share  of  the  duty  would  be 
payable.  It  does  not  appear  that  the  widow  has  re- 
ceived any  thing,  and  nothing  has  been  retained  for 

her. 
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her;  the  time,  therefore,  has  not  arrived  for  the  payment        1840. 
of  her  share  of  the  legacy  duty. 

In  the  administration  of  property  in  a  cause  like  thisp 
care  is  always  taken  that  the  amount  of  the  legacy  duty 
shall  be  paid  before  the  party  receives  any  thing  by  the 
order  of  the  Court,  {a)  Then  why  is  there  to  be  a  peti- 
tion in  this  stage  of  the  cause  desiring  the  payment  of 
the  duty  upon  the  share  of  the  residue  said  to  be  re- 
tained? 

It  is  said  there  is  a  portion  of  the  estate  existing  in 
specie;  —  that  the  son  retained  his  share  of  the  residue, 
and  that  therefore  the  duty  on  this  ought  to  be  'paid 
out  of  what  remains ;  in  what  character  he  retained 
that  share  of  the  residue  we  do  not  know ;  but  it  ap- 
pears that  the  portion  of  the  estate  now  existing  in 
specie  is  in  a  due  course  of  administration.  I  think 
this  application  is  premature :  whatever  may  be  ulti- 
mately ascertained  to  be  his  share  of  the  residue  will 
no  doubt  be  secured  for  the  payment  of  the  legacy 
duty.  This  Court  would  make  no  order  for  a  party  to 
receive  any  share  of  the  legacy  till  the  duty  has  been 
secured;  and  I  do  not  understand,  why  the  Court  is  to 
interpose  at  this  early  stage  of  the  cause  to  order  this 
payment  out  of  the  specific  portion  of  the  assets,  when 
it  has  not  been  ascertained  that  it  has  been  retained  in 
satisfaction  of  this  party's  share.  I  do  not  give  my 
opinion  upon  the  real  question,  this  is  not  the  time  for 
it;  and  I  even  doubt  whether  the  first  question  can 
he  properly  decided  in  this  Court.  I  make  no  order ; 
and  the  petition  must  be  dismissed. 

(a)  36  G.  3.  c.  52.  f .  25. 
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^%«^-  FORD  V.  FOWLER. 

Aug.  7. 

Atcsutor  TN  this  case  the  testator  William  Fonoler^  after  be- 
todaughtcr^        queathing   to   his    daughter  Elizabeth   W.  Fender 

A.,  the  wife  of  10,000/.,  to  be  paid  to  her  in  six  months  next  after  his 
Jo.,  a  legacy  of  _ 

10,000/:,  pay-  decease,  and  to  his  son  John   W.  Fender  the  sum  of 

months  after  ^^>^^^^  ^  ^  W^^  ^  ^*°*  *°  ^^^  manner,  expressed 
his  decease;  himself  as  follows :  '*  I  also  give  and  bequeath  to  my 
ll^iirf  hir"""  daughter  Sarah  Matilda,  the  wife  of  WiUiam  Ford,  &c., 
daughter  and  the  sum  of  10,000/.  to  be  paid  to  her  in  like  manner ;  and 
to  settle  it,      I  recommend  to  my  said  daughter  and  her  said  husband, 

together  with   ^^^  ^^y  ^^  forthwith  settle  and  assure  the  said  sum  of 

such  sum  of  '' 

money  of  the    1 0,000/.9  together  also  with  such  sum  of  money  of  his  own 

Sd  Jhooie,  ^  *®  «*^d  WiUiam  Foid  shall  choose,  for  the  benefit  of 

for  the  benefit  my  said  daughter  Sarah  Matilda,  and  her  children.'' 

of  A,  and  her 

children : 

Held,  a  trust        The  daughter  Sarah  Matilda  died  in  the  lifetime  of 

for  the  *u    *    *  * 

children,  and    the  testator. 

that  the  le- 

hpse  by  the  This  bill  was  filed  by  the  in&nt  children  of  Sarah 

fn^helffelime  ^^^^^^  ^^^  ^Y  ^^^  father,  and  next  friend  against 
ofthetefr-        the  executors  and  the  residuary  legatees,  for  payment 
of  the  legacy  of  10,000/i 

The  infant  PlaintifFs  contended,  that  the  words  of 
recommendation  created  a  trust  for  them. 

The  residuary  legatees  insisted,  that  no  trust  had  been 
created,  and  that  the  legacy  had  lapsed  by  the  death  of 
the  testator's  daughter  in  his  lifetime. 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Osborne  for  the  Plaintiffi. 

Mr.  Kindersl^  and  Mr.  HaUett  contrd. 

Malim 


tator. 
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Malim  v.  Keighley  (a),  Wright  v.  Athfns\l)^  Lechmere 
V.  Ltme  (c),  Bade  v.  Bade  (d),  Ct^r/fs  v.  Eippon.  {e)  ^ 

Mr.  Pemberton  in  reply.  Fowlkr. 


7]&^  Master  qfihe  Roixs.  ^i^,  7 

I  am  of  opinion  that  a  trust  was  created.  The  word 
*^  recommend''  as  here  employed  is  imperative^  accord- 
ing to  the  authority  of  several  cases ;  the  subject  of  the 
recommendation,  the  disposition  of  which  the  testator 
had  power  to  command,  was  the  certain  definite  sum  of 
10,000/.,  and  the  objects  of  the  recommendation  were 
the  children  of  the  daughter.  I  am  of  opinion,  that  the 
husband  could  not  have  claimed  the  legacy  in  right  of 
his  wife,  and  that  the  wife  could  not  have  claimed  it  for 
her  own  use.  A  settlement  upon  the  wife  and  children 
was  intended  by  the  testator  to  be  made  by  the  husband 
and  wife.  The  wife  being  dead,  the  settlement  cannot 
be  made;  and  I  am  of  opinion,  that  the  children  are 
entitled  equally.  It  was  argued  that  the  subject  was 
uncertain,  because  the  testator  recommended,  that  be- 
sides the  10,000/.  of  his  own,  something  of  the  hus- 
band's to  be  settled  also ;  but  there  being  certainty  as 
to  that  which  was  in  the  testator's  power,  the  trust  as  to 
this  does  not  fail,  because  the  testator  expressed  a  wish 
as  to  something  over  which  he  had  no  power.  His 
wish  or  recommendation  that  the  husband  should  settle 
something  of  his  own  is  perfectly  consistent  with  his 
wish  or  recommendation  that  the  whole  of  the  10,000/. 
should  be  settled,  whether  the  husband  settled  any 
thing  or  not 

(a)  2  Vet.  Jan.  539.  539.  (c)  S  Myt.  4*  K.  197. 

Ih)  17  Vet.  255.;  and  19  Ves.  (d)  5  Mad.  US. 
399.;  and  O.  Cooper^  1 U.;  S  Eq.  (e)  5  Mad,  454. 
Ob.  J6.S91. 
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^  ^8ff.  KNIGHT  V.  KNIGHT. 

Dee.  17,  18, 
19,  20,  21. 

1840.  jniCHARD  KNIGHT  being  entitled  to  the  manors 

Ang.7.  ^1/  of  Ijeintwardine  and  Daamion^  executed  an  in- 
Principlesof  denture  of  settlement,  dated  the  26th  of  Ajnil  1729, 
in  cases  of  '  ^^^  made  between  himself  and  Elizabeth  his  wife  of  the 
precatory  first 

words  in  wills, 
and  the  requtsites  to  enable  the  Court  to  construe  them  as  imperative. 

Where  property  is  given  absolutely  to  one,  who  is  by  the  donor  recommended, 
intreated,  or  wished,  to  dispose  of  it  in  favour  of  another,  the^words  create  a  trust, 
if  they  are  such  as  ought  to  be  construed  imperative,  and  the  subject  and  objects 
are  certain  :  thus,  if  a  testator  gives  1000/.  to  A.  B.^  desiring,  wishing,  recommend, 
ing,  or  hoping  that  A,  B,  will,  at  his  death,  give  the  same  sum  or  any  certain 
part  to  C.  i).,  a  trust  is  created  in  favour  of  C  D. 

Bequest  to  A,  B,  of  a  residue,  with  a  recommendation  to  him  after  bis  death  to 
give  it  to  his  own  relations,  or  such  of  his  own  relations  as  he  shall  think  most  de- 
serving, or  as  he  shall  choose,  has  been  considered  sufficiently  certain  both  as  to 
subject  and  object,  as  to  create  a  trust. 

Where  it  is  to  be  collected  that  the  donor  did  not  intend  the  words  to  be  im- 
perative, or  if  the  first  taker  was  to  have  a  discretionary  power  of  withdrawing  any 
part  of  the  subject  from  the  object  of  the  wish,  or  if  the  objects,  or  the  interests  they 
are  to  take,  are  not  ascertained  with  sufficient  certainty,  no  trust  is  created. 

A  testator,  B.  P,  K.,  was  entitled  to  real  estates  in  tail  male,  with  remainder  to 
his  cousins  in  tail,  with  remainder  to  himself  in  fee  as  right  heir  of  the  settlor,  as 
to  part  under  a  settlement  made  by  his  grandfather,  and  as  to  other  part  under  the 
will  of  his  same  grandfather.  B.  P.  JT.  suffered  a  recovcrv  and  acquired  the  fee 
simple.  He  afterwards  made  his  will,  by  which  he  devised  all  his  estates,  real  and 
personal,  to  his  brother  2*.  A.  JT.,  if  livinc  at  his  decease,  and  if  not  to  T.  A.  K.\ 
son,  T,  A.  K.  the  younger,  and  in  case  he  should  die  before  the  testator,  to  his 
eldest  son  or  next  descendant  in  the  direct  male  line ;  and  in  case  he  should  leave 
no  such  descendant,  to  the  next  male  issue  of  his  said  brother,  and  his  next  de- 
scendant in  the  direct  male  line;  but  in  case  that  no  such  issue  or  descendant  of 
his  said  brother  or  nephew  should  be  living  at  the  time  of  his,  the  testator's,  decease, 
to  the  next  descendant  in  the  direct  male  line  of  his  said  grandfather,  according 
to  the  purport  of  his  will  under  which  the  testator  inherited  those  estates  which  his 
industry  had  acquired  &c.  He  constituted  the  person  who  should  inherit  his  said 
estates  his  sole  executor  and  trustee,  to  carry  the  same  and  every  thing  therein 
duly  into  execution, "  confiding  in  the  approved  honour  and  integrity  of  his  family 
to  take  no  advantage  of  any  technical  inaccuracies,  but  to  admit  all  the  comparatively 
small  reservations  which  he  made  out  of  so  large  a  property  according  to  the  plain 
and  obvious  meaning  of  his  words:"  he  then  gave  some  small  legacies,  and  pro- 
ceeded thus :  **  /  trust  to  the  liberality  of  my  tuccestort  to  reward  any  othcrt  of  my 
old  servants  and  tenants  according  to  their  deserts^  and  to  their  justice  m  continuing 
the  estates  in  the  male  succKi^lon^  according  to  the  mil  of  the  founder  ofihefamUy,  wy 
above-named  grandfather^  1\  A,  K,  survived  the  testator.  Held,  that  the  words 
were  not  bufliciently  imperative,  and  that  the  subject  intended  to  be  affected,  and 
the  interests  to  be  enjoyed  by  the  obiects,  were  not  sufficiently  defined  to  create  a 
trust  in  favour  of  the  male  line,  and  tuat  T.  A.  JT.  took  the  property  unfettered  hy 
any  trust  in  favour  of  such  male  line. 
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first  part ;  his  four  sons,  Richard  Knight  the  younger,  ]  840. 
TTumas  Knighi^  Edward  Knight,  and  Ralph  Knight,  o£ 
the  second  part ;  and  William  Bradley  and  Joseph  Cox 
of  the  third  part :  and  it  was  thereby  witnessed  that  the 
said  Richard  Kn^ht,  for  the  love  and  afiection  which  he 
bore  to  his  said  wife  and  sons,  and  for  settling  an 
annuity  by  way  of  jointure  upon  his  wife  in  lieu  of 
dower,  and  ^^for  settling  and  assuring  the  hereditaments 
thereinafter  mentioned,  to  continue  in  the  name  and  blood 
of  the  said  Richard  Knight  the  elder,  so  long  as  it  should 
please  Jlmighty  God,  Sfc.;*^  and  to  the  end  that  the 
hereditaments  might  be  settled  and  established  to  and 
for  the  uses,  intents,  and  purposes,  and^  upon  and 
under  the  powers,  provisoes,  limitations,  and  agreements 
after  expressed,  he,  the  said  JS.  Knight,  conveyed  the 
manors  of  Leintxcardine  and  Daaonton,  and  the  heredita- 
ments therein  described,  to  trustees,  to  the  use  of  him- 
self for  life;  and  after  his  decease,  to  the  use,  intent, 
and  purpose,  that  his  wife  might  receive  the  annuity 
therein  mentioned,  with  powers  of  distress  and  entry, 
and  subject  to  the  annui^,  and  the  remedies  for  the 
recovery  thereof,  to  the  use  of  Richard  Knight  the 
younger  and  his  assigns  for  life;  with  remainder  to 
the  use  of  the  trustees,  to  preserve  contingent  re- 
mainders; with  remainder  to  the  use  of  the  first, 
second,  third,  fourth,  fifth,  sixth,  and  all  and  every 
other  sons  of  the  body  of  the  said  Richard  Knight  the 
younger,  on  the  body  of  his  then  wife  to  be  begotten, 
and  the  heirs  male  of  such  sons ;  with  remainder  to  the 
use  of  the  sons  of  the  body  of  the  said  Richard  Knight 
the  younger,  begotten  on  the  body  of  any  other  wife  in 
tail  male ;  with  remainder  to  the  use  of  his  son  Thomas 
for  life ;  with  remainder  to  the  sons  of  Tfu>mas  suc- 
cessively in  tail  male ;  witli  remainder  to  the  use  of  his 
son  Edward  and  his  assigns  for  his  life ;  with  remainder 
to  the  sons  of  Edward  successively  in  tail  male ;  with 

Zr  3  remainder 
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1840.  remainder  to  tbe  use  of  his  son  Balpk  and  bis  assigns 
for  life ;  with  remainder  to  the  sons  of  Balpk  succes- 
sively in  tail  male ;  with  remainder  to  the  use  of  the 
right  heirs  of  Richard  Knight^  the  settlor  himself;  the 
deed  contained  powers  of  jointuring  and  leasing. 

Bichard  Knight^  by  bis  will  dated  the  27th  day  of 
October  1744,  devised  his  real  estates  to  trustees,  to  the 
uses,  trusts,  intents,  and  with  and  upon  and  under  the 
same  powers,  provisoes,  limitations,  and  agreements  as 
he  bad  theretofore  setded,  conveyed,  and  assured  the 
manor  oi  Ldnttsardine ;  and  he  directed  the  residue  of 
his  personal  estate  to  be  laid  out  in  the  purchase  of  lands, 
to  be  setded  to  the  same  uses. 

The  testator  died  on  the  6th  of  IPdruary  1745, 
leaving  bis  four  sons  surviving  him.  Richard^  the  eldest 
son,  died  in  1765,  without  leaving  any  issue  male. 
Tliomasj  tbe  second  son,  who  died  in  1764,  was  tbe 
father  of  tbe  testator  Richard  Payne  Knight  and  of 
Thomas  Andrew  Knight.  Edward,  tbe  third  son,  who 
died  in  1780,  was  the  grandfather  of  the  Plaintiff  John 
Knightj  and  of  the  Defendant  Thomas  KnighL  Ralph, 
the  fourth  son,  died  in  1754,  leaving  two  sons,  both  of 
whom  died  long  ago  without  issue  male.  {See  the 
pedigree  in  tbe  next  page.) 

Tbe  eldest  son,  Richard  Knight,  enjoyed  the  estates 
until  bis  death  in  1765,  and  was  succeeded  by  his 
nephew  Richard  Paj/ne  Knight,  who  held  tbe  estates 
until  bis  death  in  1824. 

Richard  Payne  Knight  being  tenant  in  tail  of  tbe 
estates,  suffered  common  recoveries  thereof,  and  having 
thereby  barred  the  entail*  became  tbe  owner  thereof 
in  fee. 

On 
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On  the  Sd  of  June  1814  he  made  his  will.  At  that 
time  his  nearest  relatioDy  and  the  next  male  descendant 
from  Bichard  Knight  his  grandfather,  was  his  brother 
Uiomas  Andrew  Knight^  who  had  an  only  son,  Thomas 
Andrem  Knight  the  younger;  after  his  brother  and 
nephew,  the  next  male  descendants  from  Richard  Knight 
the  grand&ther,  were  the  Plaintiff  John  Knight  and  his 
sons,  and  the  Defendant  Thomas  Kmght  and  his  sons. 


1840. 


The  will  was  expressed  as  follows :  -—  *^  I  give  and  be* 
queath  all  tmf  estates^  real  and  personal  (except  such 
parts  as  are  heremafter  excepted),  to  my  brother  Thomas 
Andrew  Knight^  should  he  be  living  at  the  time  of  my 
decease;  and  if  not,  to  his  son  Thomas  Andrew  Knight 
the  younger ;  and  in  case  that  he  should  die  before  me^ 
to  his  eldest  son  or  next  descendant  in  the  direct  male 
line ;  and  in  case  that  he  should  leave  no  such  descend- 
ant 


PEDIGREE. 

BICHARD  KNIGHT  (the  founder) 
died  1745. 


died  I.  p.  in  1765. 


Tliomas 
died  1764. 


Edward 
died  178a 


RiCHA&D  PATirx  Khxobt 

(the  testator) 
born  1750^  died  a.  p.  18S4. 


Thomas  Andrew 
died  1838. 


Thomas  Andrew,    Three  daughters, 
died  B.  p.  1827.  


Five  sonsy  who 

died  s.  p.  the 

surviTor  in  1812. 


Ralph 
died  1754. 

I 


Thomas  of 

Henley  Hall 

died  8.  p.  1809. 


Charles 
died  8.  p.  1768. 


John  of  Lea 
CasUe  died  1795. 


John  of  WoWcrley  (Batntiff|) 
bom  1767. 


Three  sons  (FlaintifiB). 

L  4 


Thomas  of  Pap  Castle 

(a  Defendant) 

bom  1775. 

Four  sons  and  three 
grandsons  (Defendants). 
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1840.  ^  aiit  in  the  direct  male  line,  to  the  next  male  issue  of  my 
said  brother,  and  his  next  descendant  in  the  direct  male 
line ;  but  in  case  that  no  such  issue  or  descendant  of 
my  said  brother  or  nephew  shall  be  living  at  the  time 
of  my  decease,  to  the  next  descendant  in  the  direct  male 
lifie  of  mtf  late  grandfather^  Richard  Knight  of  Daamfon^ 
according  to  the  purport  of  his  tt»7/,  tmder  which  I  have 
inherited  those  estates  which  his  industry  and  abilities 
had  acquired^  and  of  which  he  had  therefore  the  best 
right  to  dispose  ;  subject,  nevertheless,  and  liable  in  every 
case  to  the  following  reservations  and  deductions  out  of 
the  renU  and  profits  thereof  which  I  give  and  bequeath 
to  the  purposes  and  in  the  manner  following,  viz.:  in 
the  first  place,  I  give  and  bequeath  the  sum  of  SOOiL, 
to  be  distributed,  within  one  month  after  my  decease, 
among  the  poor  of  the  several  parishes  of  Daamtcnj 
Barrington^  Aston,  Elton^  Leinthall,  Starkes,  and  the 
northern  division  of  Leintwardine,  all  in  the  coun^  of 
Hereford,  in  such  portions  to  each  individual  pauper  or 
poor  family  as  my  executor,  or  such  person  as  he  shall 
appoint  for  that  purpose,  shall  think  equitable  and  ex- 
pedient, on  condition  that  no  diminution  of  the  parish 
allowance  to  any  person  receiving  the  same  shall  be 
made  in  consequence  thereof." 

'^  And  I  do  hereby  constitute  and  appoint  the  person 
who  shall  inherit  my  said  estates  under  this  my  will  tny 
sole  executor  and  trustee,  to  carry  the  same  and  every 
thing  contained  therein  duly  into  execution  ;  confiding  in  the 
approved  honour  and  itttegrity  of  my  family,  to  take  no  ad" 
vantage  of  any  technical  inaccuracies,  but  to  admit  all  the 
comparatively  small  reservations  which  I  make  out  of  so 
large  a  property,  according  to  the  plain  and  obvious  mean^ 
ing  of  my  words  ;  accordingly  I  give  and  bequeath  in  the 
second  place,  out  of  the  said  reserved  rents  and  profits, 
the  weekly  sum  of  255.  of  good  and  lawful  money  of 
Chrat  Britain  to  my  faithful  old  servant  Ann  Payne^ 

to 
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to  be  paid  into  ber  hands  every  seventh  day^  com-  1840* 
mencing  from  the  day  of  my  decease,  so  long  as  she 
shall  live.  And  I  also  give  and  bequeath  the  sum  of 
SL  weekly  out  of  the  said  reserved  rents  and  profits,  to 
be  paid  in  the  same  manner  into  the  hands  of  Caroline 
Elizabeth  Gregory^  commonly  called  Ford^  of  No.  44'. 
WeUs  Street,  Oxford  Boadf  London^  as  a  reward  for  the 
affectionate  kindness  and  sincerity  with  which  she  has. 
always  behaved  towards  me" 

*'  And  I  moreover  give  and  bequeath  all  coins  and 
medals,  and  all  wrought  and  sculptured  articles  in  every 
kind  of  metal,  ivory,  and  gems  or  precious  stones,  toge- 
ther with  all  descriptive  catalogues  of  the  same,  and  all 
drawings,  and  books  of  drawings  of  every  kind,  which 
shall  be  found  in  the  gallery  or  western  room  of  my  house 
in  Soho  Square,  to  the  British  Museum,  on  condition  that, 
within  one  year  after  my  decease,  the  next  descendatU  in 
the  direct  male  line  then  living  of  my  above  named  grand-' 
father  be  made  an  hereditary  trustee,  with  all  the  privi* 
leges  of  the  family  trustees,  to  be  continued  in  perpetual 
succession  to  his  next  descendants  in  the  direct  male  line, 
so  long  as  any  shall  exist(a);  and  in  caseof  their  failure, 
to  the  next  in  the  female  line ;  and  also  on  condition 
that  all  duties  and  other  expenses  attending  the  taking 
possession  of  and  removing  the  said  articles  be  paid 
out  of  the  funds  of  the  said  Museum.    I  had,  in  a  will 
which  I  hereby  revoke,  bequeathed  these  articles  to  the 
Royal  Academy:  and  it  is  not  out  of  any  change  of 
sentiment  or  disrespect  towards  that  body  that  I  now 
alter  that  bequest,  but  because  I  think  that,  under  the 
regulations  now  adopted  in  the  Museum,  they  will  be 
of  more  service  to  the  academicians  and  students,  as 
well  as  to  the  public  at  large,  if  added  to  those  of  my 
late  respected  friends  Taa>nley  and  Cratchrode,  so  as  to 

make 
(d)  See  5  (r.  4.  c.  60. 
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1840.  make  one  great  oollectbD,  soch  as  no  other  nation  can 
boast,  and  afford  a  more  complete  comparative  view  of 
the  rise  and  progress  of  imitative  art  than  is  any  where 
else  to  be  obtained.  /  trust  to  the  Uberality  cf  my  suc^ 
cessorsj  to  reaoard  any  others  of  my  old  senxmts  and  tenants 
according  to  their  deserts^  and  to  their  justtee^  in  continuifig 
the  estates  in  the  nude  succession^  according  to  the  xmtl  of 
the  founder  of  the  family^  wy  above  named  grandfather^ 
Richard  Knight:' 

Richard  Payne  Knight  died  the  29th  of  April  1824, 
and  his  brother  Thomas  A.  Knight  proved  his  will. 

The  state  of  the  family  was  not  altered  during  the 
time  which  elapsed  between  the  date  of  this  will  and 
the  death  of  Richard  Payne  Knight. 

Thomas  Andrew  Knight  took  possession  of  the  estates, 
and  certain  indentures,  dated  the  27th  and  28th  days  of 
December  1825,  and  made  between  Thomas  AndrewKnight 
of  the  first  part,  Thomas  Andrew  Knight  the  younger  oi 
the  second  part,  and  Thomas  Pendaroes  Staclrhouse  of 
the  third  part,  were  executed:  whereby  after  reciting  that 
it  was  apprehended  that  T%omas  Andrew  Knight  was  not 
made  subject  to  or  bound  by  any  trust  of  the  will  of 
R.  P.  Knight ;  or  if  bound  by  a  trust,  thi^t  he  might 
exercise  or  perform  the  same  trust,  by  settling  the  de- 
vised real  estate  on  Thomas  Andrrw  Knight  the  younger, 
his  only  son  in  tail  male,  and  by  settling  the  personal 
estate  on  him  and  the  heirs  male  of  his  body,  subject 
nevertheless  to  an  estate  for  the  life  of  himself  therein ; 
and  that  71  A.  Knight^  with  the  consent  and  approbation 
of  his  said  son,  had  determined  to  settle  the  said  real 
and  personal  estate  accordingly ;  it  was  witnessed  that 
he  conveyed  the  said  real  estates  to  a  trustee  and  his 
heirs,  to  the  use  of  Thomas  Andrew  Knight  for  life^ 

without 
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without  impeacbment  of  waste ;  with  remainder  to  the 
use  of  Thomas  Andrew  Knight  the  younger,  and  the 
heirs  male  of  his  body  lawfully  issuing;  with  remainder 
to  the  use  of  Thomas  Andrew  Knight  in  fee,  subject 
nevertheless  to  the  trusts,  if  any,  created  by  the  will 
of  the  said  R.  P.  Knight^  and  which  were  not  thereby 
performed  and  duly  executed.  By  the  same  deeds  the 
personal  estate  was  limited  to  a  trustee,  in  trust  to 
permit  Thomas  Andrew  Knight  to  use  the  same  during 
his  life ;  and  after  his  death,  in  trust  for  Thomas  Andrem 
Knight  the  younger  and  the  heirs  of  his  body. 


184a 


In  Trimty  term,  1826,  a  common  recovery  was  suf« 
fered  of  such  of  the  real  estates  as  were  situate  in  the 
county  of  Hereford^  and  Thomas  Andrew  Knigfit  and 
his  son  Thomas  Andrew  Knight  the  younger  were 
vouched  therein,  and  the  uses  thereof  were  declared 
to  be  in  favour  of  TTunnas  Andrew  Knight  in  fee. 

On  the  dOth  of  Naoember  1827  T^mas  Andrew 
Knight  the  younger  died  intestate  and  without  issue,  and 
his  father  Thomas  Andrew  Knight  became  his  legal  per- 
sonal representative.  The  trustee  of  the  deeds  of  De- 
cember  1825,  afterwards  died,  and  the  Defendant  Ed^ 
ward  W.  W.  PendaroeSj  was  his  legal  personal  repre* 
sentative. 


Thomas  Andrem  Knight  the  elder  afterwards  executed 
certain  indentures, dated  the  24th  and  25th  oi  April  18S5, 
the  release  being  made  between  Thomas  Andrew  Knight  of 
the  one  part  and  Sir  William  Edward  Rouse  Botighton 
of  the  other  part ;  and  after  reciting  that  doubts  were 
entertained  whether  Thomas  Andrew  Knight  was  not 
tenant  in  tail  at  law  or  in  equity  of  the  lands  therein 
mentioned,  being  lands  devised  by  the  will  of  the  said 
Richard  P.  Knight^  and  that  he  was  desirous  and  had 

determined 
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I840«  determined  to  bar  the  same  estate  tail,  if  any,  and 
enlarge  his  estate  and  interest  therein  to  a  fee-simple,  it 
was  witnessed  that,  in  pursuance  of  the  said  determin- 
ation and  of  the  statute  of  the  3  &  4  ^.  4.  c.  74.,  Thomas 
Andrem  Knight  conveyed  the  lands  in  Middlesex^  Salcp, 
and  Gloucester,  discharged  of  all  estates  in  tail  and  in- 
terests of  the  nature  of  estates  tail,  to  Sir  William  Ed» 
ward  Bouse  BoughUm  and  his  heirs,  to  the  use  of  Thomas 
Andrew  Knight  in  fee.  The  memorial  of  this  deed  was 
duly  enrolled. 

On  the  5th  of  February  1836  Thomas  A.  Knight  the 
elder  made- his  will ;  and  thereby,  after  bequeathing  cer- 
tain legacies,  he  stated  that  in  the  lifetime  of  his  son  they 
had  fully  considered  and  arranged  as  to  the  setdement 
and  future  disposition  of  the  real  and  personal  estate  of 
which  his  late  brother  B.  P.  Knight  had  died  seized  and 
possessed,  over  which  they  had  a  disposing  power,  and 
accordingly  had  executed  the  deeds  of  the  27th  and 
28th  of  December  1825 ;  and  that  it  was  the  avowed  and 
fixed  determination  of  his  said  deceased  son,  expressed 
to  him  in  conferences  and  consultations  between  them 
on  the  subject  of  their  family  interests  and  afiairs,  that 
if  it  had  pleased  God  that  his  said  son  should  survive 
him  and  become  possessed  of  the  said  real  estate,  and 
have  no  issue,  he,  the  said  son,  would,  in  that  event, 
settle  or  otherwise  devise  or  bequeath  the  property  of 
the  said  B.  P.  Knight  unto  or  amongst  or  for  the  benefit 
of  his  three  sisters  Frances  Acton,  Elizabeth  Walpole, 
and  Charlotte  Lady  Boughton,  or  their  issues  &c.,  in 
such  manner  as  he  should,  under  existing  circumstances, 
for  the  time  being  and  from  time  to  time  think  most 
fitting  and  expedient ;  his  said  son  considering  that  it 
would  be,  on  his  part,  an  act  contrary  to  eveiy  prin- 
ciple of  natural  and  moral  justice,  if,  in  the  events  of  his 
surviving  him  and  leaving  no  issue,  whereby  the  power 

of 
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of  disposing  of  the  said  real  estate  would  reside  and  rest        1840. 
solely  in  himself,  he  should  pass  by  and  disinherit  those 
so  nearly  connected  in  blood  with  him  as  his  sisters  and 
their  issue  and  descendants,   in  order  to  prefer  and 
benefit  remote  relations'  descendants  in  the  male  line 
of  his  greatgrandfather  Richard  Knight;  and  that  there- 
fore^ as  under  the  calamitous  and  heavily  afflicting  event 
*  which  had  happened  in  the  death  of  his  son  the  poorer 
and  right  of  disposing  of  the  real  estate  of  his  brother, 
as  well  freeholds  in  fee  and  for  lives,  as  copyholds,  and 
also  his  personal  estate,  had  devolved  on  him,  he  thereby, 
in  accordance  with  the  wishes  and  intentions  of  his 
son,  &c.,  and  in  the  events  before  mentioned,  and  also 
according  to  his  own   sense  of  justice,  and  wish  and 
desire  in  all  tilings,  made  his  said  will,  and  thereby 
devised  and  bequeathed  all  his  real  estates,  comprising 
as  well  those  which  were  his  late  brother's  as  his  own 
(with  certain  exceptions),  to  Sir  fV.  E.  R*  Bougkion  and 
Charlotte  his  wife,  and  such  son  as  therein  mentioned  of 
the  said  Sir  W.  E.  22.  Boughton  and  Charlotte  his  wife. 
And  in  case  it  should  thereafter  be  decided  that  he  had 
not  the  power  of  disposing  of  the  estates  and  property 
which  belonged  to  his  late  brother,  but  which  upon  the 
assumption  and  full  conviction  that  they  did  belong  to 
him,  and  that  he  had  such  power,  be  had  included  in 
the  aforesaid  general  devise,  then  he  devised  his  own 
estate  in  the  manner  therein  mentioned.   He  then  stated 
his  will  to  be,  that  the  costs,  &c.  of  the  said  Sir  W.  E. 
B.  Boughton^   and  every  other  party  interested  in  his 
will,  in  establishing  his  right  to  the  estates  of  his  late 
brother,  and  of  any  appeal  to  the  House  of  Lords, 
should,   in  case  the  decision   should  be  pronounced 
against  his  daim,  and  such  costs  should  not  be  decreed 
to  be  paid  out  of  such  estate  of  his  said  late  brother,  be 
charged  upon  and  payable  out  of  his  own  copyhold  and 
leasehold  estates. 

And 
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1840.  And  the  same  testator,  after  giving  various  other  di- 

rections by  his  wQ],  further  provided,  that  if  by  the  judg- 
ment it  should  be  ultimately  decided  that  he  had  not  the 
right  and  power  of  disposing  of  the  said  real  and  per« 
sonal  estates  of  his  said  brother,  &c,  as  he  had  done  by 
that  his  will,  then,  and  in  such  case  only,  and  if  under 
any  devise  and  bequest,  limitation,  or  power  in  hb  said 
brbthePs  will  contained,  he  was,  in  consequence  of 
failure  of  his  own  issue  male,  authorized  and  empowered 
to  direct  the  order  of  succession,  and  appoint  the  real 
and  personal  estate,  &c.,  to  such  one  or  more  of  the 
male  descendants  of  his  grandfather,  Sichard  Knight^  as 
he  should  think  most  proper,  he  thereby  in  exercise  of 
his  best  judgment  and  discretion,  and  in  order  to  con- 
tinue and  preserve  the  real  estate  in  the  male  line  of  the 
family  descended  from  Richard  Kntght,  by  limiting  and 
appointing  tlie  same  in  manner  after  mentioned  to  the 
persons  in  succession,  whom  he  considered  the  most 
likely  to  keep  and  preserve  the  same  in  the  family,  but 
subject  to  the  previous  devises  and  bequests,  gave  and 
devised  the  real  estates  which  were  the  property  of  his 
jate  brother  to  his  cousin  the  Defendant,  Thomas  Knight 
of  Pap  Castle^  for  life,  and  after  his  death  to  John 
Knight^  his  second  son,  and  the  heirs  male  of  his  body 
lawfully  issuing,  with  other  remainders  over. 

Thomas  A.  Knight  the  elder  died  in  May  18S8. 

Previously,  however,  to  this  event,  John  Knight^  who 
was  the  male  heir  of  Richard  Knight  of  Daamtoti  who 
died  in  1745  {a)\  together  with  his  three  sons,  filed  this 
bill  in  May  1886,  against  Thomas  Andrew  Knight  the 
elder  and  others ;  praying  a  declaration  that  according 
to  the  true  construction  of  the  will  of  Richard  Payne 

Knight 
{a)  See  pedigree^  arUl,  pt  151* 
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Knight  deceased,  all  the  real  and  all  the  residue  of  Che  1840* 
personal  estates  o{  Richard  Payne  Knight  ought  to  be 
conveyed  and  assigned  in  such  manner  as  best  to  secure 
the  enjoyment  thereof  to  the  male  descendants  oi  Richard 
Knight  the  grandfather,  as  long  as  the  rules  of  law  and 
equity  would  permit ;  and  that  the  same  ought  to  be 
so  limited  that  Thomas  Andrew  Knight  should  have  a 
life  estate  therein,  with  such  remainder  to  his  issue  male 
and  to  the  Plaintiffs  as  might  best  answer  the  purposes 
aforesfud,  and  for  accounts,  &c 

Subsequently  to  the  date  of  his  will,  Thomas  Andrew 
Knight  the  elder  put  in  his  answer  to  the  original  bill  in 
this  cause,  and  thereby  claimed  under  the  will  of  Richard 
Payne  Knight^  with  or  without  the  aid  of  the  further 
title  derived  under  the  indentures  of  the  27th  and  28th 
of  December  1825,  and  the  indenture  of  the  2Sd  day 
of  March  1826,  and  the  recovery  suffered,  and  the  said 
indentures  of  the  24th  and  25th  of  April  18S5,  to  be 
absolutely  entitled  to  the  whole  of  the  real  estates  of 
the  testator,  Richard  Payne  Knight^  in  fee  simple  and 
under  the  said  will,  or  as  next  of  kin  of  Thomas  A* 
Knight  the  younger  deceased,  to  be  absolutely  entitled  to 
the  leasehold  and  personal  estate  of  the  said  testator. 

Thomas  Andrew  Knight,  as  before  stated,  died  on 
the  11th  of  May  1838,  without  having  revoked  or 
altered  his  will ;  and  the  necessary  parties  having  been 
brought  before  the  Court  by  a  bill  of  revivor  and 
supplement,  and  the  preliminary  enquiries  having  been 
made  by  the  Master,  the  causes  now  came  on  for 
hearing.    ^ 

The  question  in  the  cause  was,  whether  the  precatory 
words  in  the  will  ot  Richard  P.  Knight  were  imperative 
on  Thomas  4*  Knight. 

;Mr. 
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1840.  "Mr.  PemberUm^  Mr.  G.  Turner^  Mr.  J.  Hwn^fhy^  and 

Mr.  Menteath^  for  the  Plaintiffs. 

The  dispositions  contained  in  the  will  of  the  testator, 
Richard  Payne  Knight^  imposed  an  imperative  trust  on 
bis  brother,  Thomas  Andrew  Knighl,  to  settle  the  pro- 
perty in  the  direct  male  line  of  the  testator's  grand- 
father, iZfVAarif  Knight. 

It  has  been  how  firmly  established  by  a  long  series  of 
decisions,  ^'  that  whenever  a  person  gives  property,  and 
points  out  the  object,  the  property,  and  the  way  in 
which  it  shall  go,  that  creates  a  trust;  unless  he  shews 
clearly,  that  his  desire  expressed  is  to  be  controlled  by 
the  party,  and  that  he  shall  have  an  option  to  defeat  it." 
^^  If  a  testator  shews  a  desire  that  a  thing  shall  be  done, 
unless  there  are  plain  express  words  or  necessary  im- 
plication, that  he  does  not  mean  to  take  away  the  dis- 
cretion, but  intends  to  leave  it  to  be  defeated,  the  party 
shall  be  considered  as  acting  under  a  trust;''  Malim  v. 
Keighley.{a)  To  create  by  precatory  words  such  a 
trust  as  'the  Court  will  carry  into  execution,  there  are 
three  requisites;  Jirsty  the  precatory  words  must  be 
sufficiently  clear ;  secondly^  there  must  be  a  certainty  as 
to  subject  of  the  gift ;  and,  thirdly^  the  objects  to  take 
must  be  certain ;  Wright  v.  Athpis  (&),  Cary  v.  Cary  (c), 
Crwwys  v.  Cdman  (d),  Morice  v.  The  Bishop  of  Dur^ 
ham  {e)f  Paul  v.  Compton.  {g) 

As'  to  the  first  requisite,  no  particular  form  of  words 
is  necessary ;  it  is  sufficient  for  a  testator  <^  to  express  a 
desire  as  to  the  disposition  of  the  property,  and  the 
desire  so  expressed  amounts  to  a  command;  Cary  v. 
Caiy.    Thus  "request,"  Bade  v.  Eade{h)\  "desire," 


(a)  8  K««.  jun.  335.  {e)  10  Vet.  53S. 

(6)  I'umer  ^  Ruu.  157.  {g)  8  Vet.  580.    , 

(c)  S  Sch.  4-  Ltf.  189. .  (A)  5  Mad.  1 18. 
(rf)  9  Ve9. 5««. 


Harding 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY.  161 

Harding  v.  Glyn  (a) ;  ''  my  particular  wish  and  requesti''  1 840. 
Foley  V.  Parry  (b) ;  **  my  last  wish,'*  Hinxman  v.  Pcyn* 
&r(c);  "recommend,'*  riWi/5  v.  Ttbbits{d)i  Hor^ 
'wood  V.  West  {e)  I  Malim  v.  Keighley{g);  "entreat," 
PrevosiY.  Clarke (h);  "my  dying  request,"  Pierson  r. 
Garnet  (i) ;  "  not  doubting,"  Parsons  v.  Baker  {k) ; 
"  trusting  and  wholly  confiding,"  Wood  v.  Cox  {I) ;  in 
short,  "  any  words  of  recommendation  and  desire  in  a 
will  are  always  expounded  a  devise,"  Eales  v.  Eng" 
land,  (m)  They  also  cited  on  this  point  the  Duchess  of 
Bttckingfianis  Case{j%\  and  1  Jarm.  Ptm.  Devises^  S55. 

By  the  civil  law,  from  which  most  probably  the  prin- 
ciple was  adopted  by  courts  of  equity,  "  words  of 
request  or  confidence  rogo^  voloy  mando^  injungo^  desidero, 
deprecor^  Jidei  tiue  committor  scio  ie  luereditatem  meam 
restituiuruM  Titioy  are  those  by  which  Vijidei  commissum 
is  created;  but  effect  is  given  to  ajldei  commissum^  if  it 
can  be  collected  from  any  expressions  in  the  Instrument 
that  it  was  the  grantor  or  testator's  intention  to  create 
it"(0) :  and  like  a  declaration  of  a  use  in  equity,  where 
there  has  been  a  transmutation  of  possession,  "  any  ex- 
pression whereby  the  mind  of  the  party  may  be  known 
that  such  a  one  shall  have  the  land  is  sufiicient;"  Joties 
V.  Morley.  {p) 

Secondly,  the  subject  of  the  gift  is  sufficiently  certain, 
being  the  estates  and  personal  property  devised  and  be- 
queathed by  the  will. 

Thirdly, 

(a)  1  AOt.  469.  (t)  2  Bro,  C.  C.  58.  and  S86., 

(6)  5  Sim.  138.,  and  9  MyL  4*      and  Pr.  in  Ch.  SCO.  n. 
K.  158.  {k)  18  Vc*.  476. 

(c)  5  Sim.  546.  (/)  1  Keen,  517.,  and  8  MyL 

\d)  19  Vei.  656.  ^  Cr.  684. 

(e)  1  SiM.4r  St.  387.  (m)  Pr.  CI.SOO. 

(g)  8  Ves.  333.  (n)  8  Fes.  550. 

{h)  3  Mad.  458.  n.  (o)  8  Burges  Comm.  106. 

(j))  12  Mod.  159, 

Vol.  III.  M 
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1840.  '  Thirdly,  the  persons  to  take  are  sufficiently  defined 
being  persons  in  the  male  line  in  succession ;  a  description 
much  more  perfect  than  the  expressions  **  fiimily/'  **  re-i 
lations,"  which  ha^e  been  held  sufficiently  certain  to  be 
carried  into  execution;  [Harding  v.  Glyn  (a),  Cruanfs  ▼• 
Cdman.  (b) 

Applying  these  principles  to  the  present  case,  the 
Court  .finds  the  testator  <^  trusts  to  the  justice  of  his 
successors  in  continuing  the  estates  in  the  male  su^ 
cession,  according  to  the  will  of  the  founder  of  the 
family,  his  above-named  grandfather  Richard  Knight  ;** 
and  he  ^*  appoints  the  person  who  shall  inherit  his 
estates  his  sole  executor  and  trustee,  to  carry  the 
same  and  every  thing  contained  therein  duly  into  exe- 
cution, confiding  in  the  approved  honour  and  integrity 
of  his  family  to  take  no  advantage  of  technical  inaccu- 
racies." These  words  of  trust  and  confidence  are  much 
stronger  than  many  which  have  occurred,  besides  which, 
the  person  inheriting  was  also  distinctly  appointed  a  trus^ 
tee  to  carry  the  will  into  execution.  The  clause  respect- 
ing the  hereditary  trustee  of  the  British  Museum  and  the 
first  gift  over,  in  case  of  there  being  no  issue  of  Thomas 
A.  Knight  and  his  son  living  at  the  testator's  death,  shew 
how  anxious  the  testator  was  to  keep  up  the  distinction 
of  the  direct  male  line  of  his  grand&ther. 

If,  then,  this  be  a  trust  binding  on  Thomas  Andrem 
Kn^kt^Yi^  was  bound  to  carry  it  into  effect  by  a  settle- 
ment of  the  proper^,  so  as  to  run  so  far  as  was  possible 
in  the  male  order  of  succession.  This  was  a  trust  to 
be  executed  by  him ;  and  the  distinction  between  trusts 
executed  and  executory  has  always  been  recognised  and 
admitted  ;  Mortimer  v.  West{c)j  Jervoise  v.  The  Duke  of 

Norths 

(fl)  1  Aik.  470.  (c)  2  Sm.  282. 

[h)  9  Vei.  322. 
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Northumberland  (a\    1  Preaon  Abst.  135.     The  estate        1840. 
ought,  therrforei  to  have  been  settled  so  as  to  give  suo-     ^*^^'"^^   / 
cessive  life  estates  to  the  parties  in  esse;  Leonard  v.  v. 

The  Earl  of  Suffolk  {b\  Papillon  y;  Voice  (c),  White  v.  K«»«h^« 
Carter  (d)f  Humberston  v.  Humberston  (e\  Hopkins  v. 
Hopkins,  (g)  In  Lord  Dorchester  t.  The  Earl  of  Effing- 
ham (h),  a  testator,  having  a  power  of  revocation  and 
new  appointment,  directed  '*  his  estates  to  be  attached 
to  his  title  as  closely  as  possible,"  it  was  held  that  the 
effect  of  his  will  was  to  abridge  the  estates  of  all 
persons  in  esse^  in.  the  line  of  the  title^  from  estates 
tail  to  estates  for  life.  In  Woobnore  v.  Burroms  (f), 
lands  were  to  be  purchased  and  closely  entailed  to 
the  family  estate ;  and  it  was  decided  that  every  person 
in  esse  at  the  testator's  death  most  have  life  estates, 

and  no  more. 

i 

The  difficulty  of  making  a  settlement  so  as  to  meet 
every  event  will  probably  be  relied  on  by  the  other  side ; 
bat  the. Court  has  frequently,  as  in  several  of  the  cases 
already  referred  to,  overcome  that  objection.  The  same 
argument  was  used  in  Pierson  v.  Garnet  (fi) ;  but  there 
it  was  met  by  the  Court  in  these  terms :  the  difficulty 
and  impracticability  of  carrying  the  trust  into  execution 
has  been  pressed :  **  That  argument  has  no  weight  with 
me ;  because  if  an  express  trust  had  been  raised,  it  must 
have  been  executed,  though  it  would  have  been  attended 
with  all  the  same  difficulties  and  impracticabilities  stated  ' 
in  this  case.  However  arduous  the  trust  was,  the  Court 
must  have  carried  it  into  execution." 

Mr, 

(a)  lJac.iW.S70.  (A)  G.   Coop.  519.  and  poti, 

(b)  2  Fern.  526.  p.  180.  n. ;  and  see  8  Pow.  Dc' 

(c)  8  P.  WUliam,  470.  met,  445. 

(d)  Amb.  670.  (t)  1  Sim.  518. 

{e)  1  P.  Williamty  552.  {k)  2  Bro.  C.  C.  58. 


(g)  1  Aik.  595. 
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1840.  Mr.  Spence,  Mr.  Cooie^  and  Mr.  PhittipSf  for  the  De- 

fendant T^mas  Knight  of  Pap  Castle  and  his  children, 
concurred  in  the  argument  of  the  Plaintiffs,  that  the 
precatory  words  used  by  the  testator  Richard  Paj/ne 
Knight  were  imperative  upon  Thomas  Andrem  Knight; 
but  they  contended  that  he  had,  by  implication,  a  power 
of  selection  amongst  the  male  descendants  of  the  founder 
of  the  family;  and  that  it  had  been  duly  executed  by 
the  will  of  Thomas  Andrew  Knight  in  favour  of  John 
Knight  and  his  family;  Bro^am  v.  Higgs.{a)  That 
the  only  object  of  the  testator  JB.  P.  Knight  was  to  con- 
tinue the  property  in  the  male  line,  to  the  exclusion  of 
females;  and  there  were  many  events  which  might 
happen,  as  the  bankruptcy,  insolvency  or  insanity  of  the 
elder  male  branches,  which  would  render  such  a  power 
of  selection  in  T.  A.  Knight  absolutely  necessary  to 
carry  out  the  intention  of  the  testator  of  continuing  the 
estates  in  the  family. 

The  Attomet^General,  Mr.  Tinney^  Mr.  Wilbraham^ 
and  Mr.  Hodgsoti^  for  the  widow  of  the  testator  and  for 
Mrs.  Acton^  his  daughter,  and  Pendarves^  a  trustee  ; 

Mr.  KindersUy  and  Mr.  K  Parker^  for  Sir  W.  Bought 
ion  and  children ;  and 

Mr.  Richards  and  Mr.  Torriano^  for  Mrs.  Walpole^ 
who  claimed  under  the  will  of  Thomas  Andrea  Knight^ 
contrdf  argued  to  the  effect  following. 

The  testator,  Thomas  Andrew  Knight^  became  abso- 
lutely entitled  to  the  real  and  personal  estate  of  his 
brother,  Richard  Payne'  Knight^  under  the  will  of  the 
latter,  unfettered  with  any  trust;  or,  supposing  him  to 
have  taken  an  estate  tail  under  the  will,  yet  by  means  of 

the 

(fl)  4  Vet.  708. 
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the  recoveries  it  became  afterwards  converted  into  a  fee       1840. 
simple  absolute. 

The  principle  of  holding  precatory  words  to  be  im- 
perative has  been  frequently  disapproved  of,  and  the 
current  of  modern  authority  is  strongly  against  it 
Lord  Chief  Baron  Richards^  speaking  of  the  former  de- 
cisions on  the  subject,  thus  expressed  himself  (a),  <*  I 
hope  to  be  forgiven  if  I  entertain  a  strong  doubt 
whether,  in  many,  or  perhaps  in  most  of  the  cases,  the 
construction  was  not  adverse  to*  the  real  intention  of  the 
testator. 

<^  It  seems  to  me  very  singular,  that  a  person  who 
really  meant  to  impose  the  obligation  established  by  the 
cases,  should  use  a  course  so  circuitous,  and  a  language 
so  inappropriate  and  also  obscure,  to  express  what 
might  have  been  conveyed  in  the  clearest  and  most 
usual  terms  —  terms  the  most  familiar  to  the  testator 
himself,  and  to  the  professional  or  any  other  person 
who  might  prepare  his  will.  In  considering  these  cases, 
it  has  always  occurred  to  me,  that  if  I  had  myself  made 
such  a  will  as  has  generally  been  considered  imperative^ 
I  should  have  never  intended  it  to  be  imperative ;  but, 
on  the  contrary,  a  mere  intimation  of  my  wish  that  the 
person  to  whom  I  had  given  my  property  should,  if  he 
pleased,  prefer  these  whom  I  postponed  to  him,  and 
who,  next  to  him,  were  at  the  time  the  principal  objects 
of  my  regard. 

<<  I  am  happy  to  be  enabled  to  state,  that  in  this  opinion 
I  have  the  concurrence  of  a  noble  judge,  than  whom 
tliere  has  never  been,  and,  I. believe,  never  can  be,  a 
person  more  active  and  acute  in  investigating  the  prin- 
ciples of  the  law  in  all  its  bearings,  or  more  extensively 

learned  on  every  legal  subject." 

In 

(a)  10  Pncc^^eS, 

MS 
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1840.  ^  «'  In  Wrighi  ▼.  Aikyns{a\  Lord  Eidan  says,  <  This 
sort  of  trust  is  generally  a  surprise  on  the  intention, 
but  it  is  too  late  to  correct  that'  Again,  he  says, '  We 
know  the  question  was,  what  the  word  family  meant? 
I  do  not  believe  that  the  testator  intended  a  mere  trust, 
but  that  must  be  the  construction,  if  the  word  <  family* 
is  properly  construed/  I  have  said  so  much  as  a  jus- 
tification, or  rather  the  foundation,  of  the  opinion  which 
I  entertain,  that,  though  I  hold  myself  bound  by  the 
decisions,  and  obliged  to  follow  them,  I  do  not  consider 
it  to  be  my  duty  to  extend  the  rule  of  construction 
which  has  been  adopted  in  them,  and  to  add  to  the 
number  of  those  where  the  Court  appears  to  me  rather 
to  have  made  than  to  have  given  effisct  to  the  wOis  of 
testators." 

In  the  same  case  Lord  Redesdale  said,  that  '^all  cases 
of  this  description  were  to  be  considered  with  very  con- 
siderable strictness,  as  it  was  a  very  inconvenient  mode  of 
disposition  :**  Meredith  v.  Heneage.  (b)  And  Sir  Anthony 
Hart  observes,  as  to  this  equity,  that  *^  The  first  case 
that  construed  words  of  recommendation  into  a  com* 
manjj,  made  a  will  for  the  testator;  for  every  one  knows 
the  distinction  between  them.  The  current  of  decisions 
has,  of  late  years,  been  against  converting  the  legatee 
into  a  trustee : "  Sale  v.  Moore  (c),  and  see  Ixmless  v. 
Shaw.{d) 

The  words  used  by  the  testator  are  not,  and  were 
not,  intended  to  be,  imperative  upon  his  successors. 
There  are  three  instances  in  which  he  expresses  his 
confidence ;  first,  he  ^*  confides  in  the  approved  honour 
and  integrity  of  his  family  to  take  no  advantage  of  tech- 
nical 

(a)  1  Vei.^B.ZlS.  (i)  1  Liojfd  4*  Oocid^  154^ 

(b)  1  Sim.  566.  and  165.  n.;  SCH  Fin.  199.; 

(c)  1  iSim,  540.  1  Drury  ^  W.  51S. 
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nical  inacearades,  but  to  admit  all  the  amall  reserVatioiia 
out  of  the  property ;  secondly,  he  trusts  to  the  liberality 
of  his  successors  to  reward  old  tenants  and  servants ; 
and,  thirdly,  he  trusts  to  their  justice  in  condnoing  the 
estates  in  the  male  succession.'*  In  neither  of  these 
cases  was  it  the  intention,  of  the  testator  to  bind  his 
family,  and  in  every  of  them  he  would  have  deprecated 
the  interference  of  this  Court  If  his  wishes  had  been 
consulted,  tbey  undoubtedly  would  have  been  to  have  con- 
tinued the  estate  in  the  family  ^r  ever.  He  was  aware 
that  this  could  not  be  efiected  by  any  legal  means ;  he 
knew  that  he  could  not  effectually  settle  his  estate  so  as 
to  be  unalienable,  further  than  the  minority  of  the  first 
tenant  in  tail;  and  he  therefore  considered  the  best 
mode  to  accomplish  his  wishes  was  to  trust  to  Xh^honour 
of  bis  successors,  and  to  impose  on  them  what  is  termed 
**an  imperfect  obligation,"  which  was  to  be  binding 
morally  only. 


184a 


His  intention,  so  far  as  can  be  collected,  was  to  create 
a  perpetuity,  which  the  law  will  not  allow,  and  which  the 
Court  cannot  carry  into  execution ;  but  taking  it  to  be 
his  wish  to  settle  the  estates  ^^  according  to  the  will  of 
the  founder  of  the  family,''  then  the  will  of  1744  must 
be  the  scheme  and  model  for  effecting  it.  Under  that 
will,  Thomas  Andrew  Knight  the  elder  would  have 
been  tenant  in  tail,  and  that  estate  has  been  barred,  and 
converted  into  a  fee-simple  absolute.  Again,  at  the 
date  of  the  will  of  1744,  Richard  Knight  appears  to  have 
had  seven  grandchildren  living,  who  were  the  children 
of  his  son  Edward,  yet  he  did  not  attempt  to  limit  life 
estates  to  the  two  generations,  but  gave  estates  tail  to 
the  children  of  Edward.  If  then  this  will  is  to  be  taken 
as  a  model,  the  settlement  to  be  made  would  be  very 
different  from  that  asked  by  the  Plaintiffs,  namely,  to 
limit  successive  life  estates  to  all  the. persons  in  esse; 

M  4  or. 
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1 840.  ori  as  is  stated  in  the  prayer  of  the  biU,  to  convey  estates 
<^  in  such  manner  as  best  to  secare  the  enjoyment  thereof 
to  the  male  descendants  of  Bichard  Knight  the  grand- 
father of  the  testator,  so  long  as  the  rules  of  law  and  equify 
mU  permit  f*  but  would  have  been  to  Thomas  A.  Knight 
for  life,  with  remainder  XoT.A.  Knight  the  younger  in 
tail. 

This  case  has  none  of  the  requisites  for  enabling  the 
Court  to  say,  that  the  property  is  fixed  with  a  positive 
trust  in  favour  of  the  Plainti£&. 

First,  the  words  are  not  sufficiently  strong  to  be  con- 
strued imperative.  The  testator  trusts  to  their  ^itf/foe,  a 
word  clearly  importing  no  legal  obligation. 

In  Harlandy.  Trigg  (a)  there  was  a  gifl  to  his  brother  of 
leaseholds,  hoping  he  would  continue  them  in  the  family, 
and  it  was  held  that  no  trust  had  been  created.  Cun^ 
liffe  V.  CunUffe  (b)  was  a  devise  to  his  son,  recommending 
him  if  he  died  without  issue  to  give  and  devise  it  to  his 
brother  the  Plaintifi^,  and  it  was  held  that  no  trust  had 
been  created.  In  Bland  v.  Bland  (c),  the  testator  earnestly 
requested  the  party  by  will  to  settle,  and  there  no  trust 
was  created.  In  Sale  v.  Moore  (d)^  there  was  a  gift  to 
wife  of  a  residue,  recommending  to  her,  and  not  doubt- 
ing she  would  consider  his  near  relatives,  and  there  the 
decision  was  against  there  being  any  trust.  In  Curtis  v. 
Bippon  (^),  the  testator  trusted  that  the  devisee  would 
make  such  use  of  it  as  should  be  for  her  own  and  her 
childrens'  spiritual  and  temporal  good;  remembering 
always,  according  to  circumstances,  the  church  of  God 
and  the  poor;  and  in  Lechmere  v.  Lavte  {g\  where  the 

words 

(a)  1  Bro.  C.  C  H2.  (rf)  1  Sim.  534. 

(h)  AmbltTj  686.  (e)  5  Mad.  434. 

(c)  2  Cox,55l.  (g)  2  Myl.  4-  K.  197. 
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words  were  **  of  course  they  will  leave  what  they  have/'        1840; 

&C. ;  and  Ex  parte  Payne  (a),  where  the  expressions  were 

^  I  strongly  recommend  her  to  execute  a  settlement;" 

and  Meredith  v.  Heneage{b)f  it  was  successively  held       Knight, 

that  no  trust  had  been  created* 

The  second  requisite,  namely,  certainty  in  the  subject, 
is  also  wanting;  the  property  to  be  subject  to  the  sup- 
posed trust  is  in  the  greatest  degree  of  uncertainty.  From 
the  word  ^^  cantitmef**  one  would  suppose  that  those 
estates  which  passed  by  the  will  of  Bichard  Knight  the 
founder  were  alone  to  be  included ;  as  to  which,  however, 
it  seems  strange  that  Richard  Payne  Knight  should  him- 
self have  defeated  the  will  of  his  grandfather,  by  suffer- 
ing a  recovery  of  those  estates.  There  are,  however, 
five  distinct  properties  which  may  be  the  subject  of  the 
supposed  trust:  first,  the  realty  settled  by  the  deed 
of  1729;  secondly,  the  realty  afterwards  acquired  by 
Bichard  Knight^  and  devised  by  his  will ;  thirdly,  the 
personal  estate  of  Bichard  Knight;  fourthly,  the  real 
estates  acquired  by  Richard  Payne  Knight;  and  fifthly, 
his  personal  estate.  It  is  impossible  to  say,  whether  all 
or  any,  and  which,  of  these  different  descriptions  of 
property  are  to  be  included  in  the  supposed  trust. 
Again,  it  is  clear,  that  the  successors  are  to  have  the 
right  of  rewarding  the  old  servants  and  tenants  out  of 
the  property;  and  this,  then,  will  have  the  effect  of 
rendering  the  residue  uncertain,  and  of  making  the  trust 
void.     Wynne  v.  Hawkins  (c) ;  Bade  v.  Bade,  (d) 

Thirdly,  the  persons  to  take ;  the  extent  of  their  in- 
terest, and  the  estates  they  are  severally  to  enjoy  is  in  no 
way  defined.  How  is  this  Court  to  carry  such  a  trust  into 
execution  ?  What  provision  is  to  be  made  for  jointures, 

portions, 

(a)  3  Younge  4*  C.  656.  (c)  1  Bro.  C,  C,  179. 

(6)  10  Price,506.  and  1  Sim.         (d)  S Madd*  118. 
542. 
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1840.  portions,  laasmg-powers,  &c.  ?  When  are  the  danghterg 
to  be  let  in  to  take  in  defaalt  of  male  issue  ?  It  is  im« 
possible  to  carry  any  thing  so  vague  and  uncertain  into 
execution ;  and  to  effectuate  the  wish  fully,  a  per- 
petuity must  be  created,  which  is  contrary  to  law. 

The  wish  is  addressed  to  all  successors  in  the  most 
remote  line ;  why  is  it  to  bind  the  first  taker  only  ? 

The  distinction  between  trusts  executed  and  trust 
executory  has  always  been  admitted,  but  here  the  testator 
had  no  reference  to  any  settlepient  to  be  executed,  there 
is  no  conveyance  to  execute.  It  is  true^  that  where  a 
deed  is  to  be  executed,  the  Court  will  mould  the  limit- 
ation, so  as  to  effectuate  the  general  intratioo,  **  but  if 
a  party  will  be  his  own  conveyancer  and  create  the 
estate,  the  Court  has  no  jurisdiction  to.  alter  it''  T^ 
Countess  of  Lincoln  v.  Jlie  Duke  ^  NewoasUe  (a),  Doug* 
las  V.  Congreve  (6).  In  Ga!i>er  y.  Grosoenor^  as  reported 
in  Bamardiston  (c),  the  Court  seems  to  have  considered 
that  a  conveyance  was  to  be  executed.  BumbersUm  v* 
Humberston  was  a  gift  to  trustees  to  convey.  In  Wool^ 
more  v.  Burrows^  there  was  a  direct  gift  to  the  executors 
to  be  laid  out,  and  closely  entailed  to  the  fiimily  estate. 
Lord  Dorchester  v.  The  Earl  of  Effingham  appears  to 
have  been  a  legal  devise  under  a  power,  and  the  estate 
was  to  be  attached  to  the  title  as  closely  as  possible. 

There  is  no  reported  case  in  which  the  Court  has 
directed  a  settlement  to  be  executed  upon  precatory 
words,  and  no  case  in  which  words  of  request  have 
been  addressed  to  so  indefinite  a  series  of  persons  as 
successors. 

Mr.  Pemberton^  in  reply. 

The 
(a)  IS  Ves.  938.  (c)  Page 62. 

(fi)  lBetioan,S9f 
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-  The  Master  qfihe  Rolls)  after  stating  the  circum- 
stances of  the  case,  proceeded) :  The  Plainti£^  John 
Knight  of  Wotoerlafi  contends,  that,  under  the  will  of 
Richard  Payne  Knight^  his  brother  Thomas  Andrew 
Knight  was  bound  to  make  a  striet  settlement  of  the 
real  and  personal  estates  upon  the  male  descendants  of 
Bichard  Knight  the  grandfather. 

The  Defendant  Thomas  Knight  of  Pap  Castle  con- 
tends, that  Thomas  Andrew  Knight  was  not  bound  to 
make  a  strict  settlement  of  the  estates,  but  was  bound 
to  make  some  settlement  thereof  upon  one  or  more  of 
the  male  descendants  of  Bichard  Knight^  among  whom 
he  had  a  power  of  selection,  which  he  has  duly  exer- 
cised by  his  will* 

The  Defendant  Sir  WiUiam  Edward  Bouse  Bought&n^ 
and  the  widow  tind  daughters  of  Thomas  A.  Knight^  who 
claim  under  his  will,  contend,  that  he  had  an  absolute 
estate  and  interest  in  the  property  in  question,  and  had 
a  power  of  disposition,  unfettered  by  any  trust  or  obli- 
gation whatever. 

The  principal  question  is,  whether  a  trust  in  &vour 
of  the  male  descendants  oi  Bichard  Knight  is  created  by 
the  will  of  the  testator  Bichard  Payne  Knight. 

That  the  testator  wished  that  his  estates,  or  at  least, 
that  some  estates  should  be  preserved  in  the  male  line 
of  his  grand&ther,  and  had  a  reliance,  or  in  the  popular 
sense,  a  trust,  that  the  person  to  whom  he  gave  his 
property,  and  those  who  should  succeed  to  it,  would 
act  upon  and  realise  that  wish,  admits  of  no  doubt.  He 
has  expressed  hb  wish  and  his  reliance  4R  ferms  which 
are,  to  that  extent,  suflSciently  clear. 
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1840.  But  it  is  not  every  wish  or  expectation  which  a 

testator  may  express,  nor  every  act  which  he  may  wish 
his  successoips  to  do,  that  can  or  ought  to  be  executed 
or  enforced  as  a  trust  in  this  Court;  and  in  the  in- 
finite variety  of  expressions  which  are  employed,  and  of 
cases  which  thereupon  arise,  there  is  often  the  greatest 
diflSculty  in  determining,  whether  the  act  desired  or  re- 
commended is  an  act  which  the  testator  intended  to  be 
executed  as  a  trust,  or  which  this  Court  ought  to  deem 
fit  to  be,  or  capable  of  being  enforced  as  such.    In  the 
construction  and  execution  of  wills,  it  is  undoubtedly 
the  duty  of  this  Court  to  give  effect  to  the  intention  of 
the  testator  whenever  it  can  be  ascertained:   but  in 
cases  of  this  nature,  and  in  the  examination  of  the  au- 
thorities which  are  to  be  consulted  in  relation  to  them, 
it  is,  unfortunately,  necessary  to  make  some  distinction 
between  the  intention  of  the  testator  and  that  which  the 
Court  has  deemed  it  to  be  its  duty  to  perform ;  for  of 
late  years  it  has  frequently  been  admitted  by  judges  of 
great  eminence  that,  by  interfering  in  such  cases,  the 
Court  has  sometimes  rather  made  a  will  for  the  testator, 
than  executed  the  testator's  will  according  to  his  inten- 
tion ;  and  the  observation  shews  the  necessity  of  being 
extremely  cautious  in  admitting  any,  the  least,  exten- 
sion of  the  principle  to  be  extracted  from  a  long  series 
of  authorities,  in  respect  of  which  such  admissions  have 
been  made. 

As  a  general  rule,  it  has  been  laid  down,  that  when 
property  is  given  absolutely  to  any  person,  and  the 
same  person  is,  by  the  giver  who  has  power  to  com- 
mand, recommended,  or  entreated,  or  wished,  to  dispose 
of  that  property  in  favour  of  another,  the  recommend- 
ation, entreaty,  or  wish  shall  be  held  to  create  a 
trust. 

First, 
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First,  if  the  words  are  so  used,  that  upon  the  whole,        1840. 

they  ought  to  be  construed  as  imperative;  ^'^*y*^^ 

Kkioht 

V, 

Secondly,  if  the  subject  of  the  recommendation  or      Knight. 
wish  be  certain ;  and, 

Thirdly,  if  the  objects  or  persons  intended  to  have 
the  benefit  of  the  recommendation  or  wish  be  also  cer- 
tain. 


In  simple  cases  there  is  no  difficulty  in  the  applica* 
tion  of  the  rule  thus  stated. 

If  a  testator  gives  1000/L  to  A.  jB.,  desiring,  wishing, 
recommending,  or  hoping  that  A.  B.  will,  at  his  death, 
give  the  same  sum  or  any  certain  part  of  it  to  C.  2>.,  it 
is  considered  that  C.  2>.  is  an  object  of  the  testator's 
bounty,  and  A.  B.  is  a  trustee  for  him.  No  question 
arises  upon  the  intention  of  the  testator,  upon  the  sum 
or  subject  intended  to  be  given,  or  upon  the  person  or 
object  of  the  wish. 

So,  if  a  testator  gives  the  residue  of  his  estate,  after 
certain  purposes  are  answered,  to  A  £.,  recommending 
A  B^  after  his  death,  to  give  it  to  his  own  relations,  or 
such  of  his  own  relations  as  he  shall  think  most  de- 
serving, or  as  he  shall  choose,  it  has  been  considered 
that  the  residue  of  the  property,  though  a  subject  to  be 
ascertained,  and  that  the  relations  to  be  selected,  though 
persons  or  objects  to  be  ascertained,  are  nevertheless  so 
clearly  and  certainly  ascertainable — so  capable  of  being 
made  certain,  that  the  rule  is  applicable  to  such  cases. 

On  the  other  hand,  if  the  giver  accompanies  his  ex- 
pression of  wish,  or  request  by  other  words,  from  which 
it  is  to  be  collected,  that  he  did  not  intend  the  wish  to 

be 
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1840.  be  imperative :  or  if  it  ai^ieors  from  the  oontext  that 
the  first  taker  was  intended  to  have  a  discretionary 
power  to  withdraw  any  part  of  the  subject  from  the 
object  of  the  wish  or  request :  or  if  the  objects  are  not 
such  as  may  be  ascertained  with  suflScient  certainty,  it 
has  been  held  that  no  trust  is  created.  Thus  the  words 
"  free  and  unfettered,''  accompanying  the  strongest  ex- 
pression of  request,  were  held  to  prevent  the  words  of 
the  request  being  imperative.  Any  words  by  which  it 
is  expressed  or  from  which  it  may  be  implied,  that  the 
first  taker  may  apply  any  part  of  the  subject  to  his  own 
use^  are  held  to  prevent  the  subject  of  the  gift  from 
being  considered  certain ;  and  a  vague  description  of  the 
object,  that  is,  a  description  by  which  the  giver  neither 
clearly  defines  the  object  himself  nor  names  a  distinct 
class  but  of  which  the  first  taker  is  to  select,  or  which 
leaves  it  doubtful  what  interest  the  object  or  class  of 
objects  is  to  take,  will  prevent  the  objects  from  being 
certain  within  the  meaning  of  the  rule;  and  in  such 
cases  we  are  told  (a)  that  the  question  ^*  never  turns  upon 
the  grammatical  import  of  words  ^  they  may  be  im- 
perative, but  not  necessarily  so ;  the  subject-matter,  the 
situation  of  the  parties,  and  the  probable  intent  must  be 
considered/'  And  (b)  *^  wherever  the  subject,  to  be  ad- 
ministered as  trust  property,  and  the  objects,  for  whose 
benefit  it  is  to  be  administered,  are  to  be  found  in  a 
will,  toot  expressly  creating  a  trust,  the  indefinite  nature 
and  quanium  of  the  subject,  and  the  indefinite  nature  of 
the  objects,  are  always  used  by  the  Court  as  evidence, 
that  the  mind  of  the  testator  was  not  to  create  a  trust; 
and  the  difficulty,  that  would  be  imposed  upon  the  Court 
to  say  what  should  be  so  applied,  or  to  what  objects,  has 
been  the  foundation  of  the  argument,  that  no  trust  was 
intended'';  or,  as  Lord  Eldan  expresses  it  in  another 

case^ 
'       (a)  3  Fe«#jun.  ^3,eS5.  {b)  10  Ves.  S56. 
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case  {d)p  ^  Where  a  trust  is  to  b^  raised  characterised       1840. 
by  certainty,  the  very  difficulty  of  doing  it  is  an  argu- 
ment which  goes,  to  a  certain  extent,  towards  inducing 
the  Court  to  say,  it  is  not  sufficiently  clear  what  the. 
testator  intended.'* 

I  must  admit,  that  in  the  endeavour  to  apply  these 
rules  and  principles  to  the  present  case,  I  have  found 
very  great  difficult;  that  in  the  repeated  consideratioa 
which  I  have  given  to  the  subject,  I  have  found  myself, 
at  different  times,  inclined  to  adopt  different  conclusions ;. 
and  that  the  result  to  which  I  have  finally  arrived  has 
been  attended  with  much  doubt  and  hesitation. 

The  testator,  at  the  date  of  his  will,  was  entitled  in 
fee  to  a  large  real  estate,  and  absolutely  entitled  to  a 
very  considerable  personal  estate.  Of  the  largest  part 
of  the  real  estate  he  had  been  tenant  in  tail,  under  the 
dispositions  made  by  his  grandfather  Richard  Knight ; 
he  had  suffered  recoveries,  whereby  he  became  entitled 
to  the  same  estate  in  fee;  and  the  question  is,  whether 
by  the  will  he  meant  to  impose  on  his  brother, 
Thomas  Andrew  Knight^  the  trust  or  dut^  of  making 
such  a  setdement  as  is  alleged  by  the  Plaintiff;  or 
such  a  settlement  upon  some  of  the  male  descendants  of 
the  grandfather  as  would,  under  the  will  of  Thomas 
Andrew  Knight^  give  a  right  to  the  Defendant,  Thomas 
Knight  of  Pap  Castle  ;  or  did  he  mean  that  his  brother 
was  to  have  over  the  estate  the  same  power  which  he  him- 
self had  acquired  and  enjoyed ;  and  which  by  his  will  he 
exercised  for  the  purpose  of  transmitting  the  estate  to  the 
next  male  heir  of  his  grandfather,  and  which  he  wished 
his  successors  to  use  in  the  same  manner  for  the  further 
transmission  of  the  estates  in  the  same  line.    And  I 

lun 

a)  Turn.  ^  Bums.  159. 
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1840.  am  of  opinioiii  thoughi  I  admit)  after  great  doubt  and 
hesitation^  that  the  testator  did  not  intend  to  impose  an 
imperative  trust  on  his  successor,  and  that  his  will 
ought  not  to  be  construed  to  have  that  effect 

As  he  who  had  made  himself  absolute  owner  of  the 
property  had  conceived  himself  bound  in  honour  to 
transmit  it  to  the  male  line  of  his  grand&theri  so  he 
wished  the  same  sentiment  to  govern  his  successors. 
He  was  pleased  to  speak  of  the  honour  and  integrity 
of  his  family,  and  he  expressed  his  trust  or  reliance  on 
the  justice  of  his  successors ;  but  it  does  not  appear  to 
me  that  he  intended  to  subject  them,  as  trustees,  to  the 
power  of  this  Court,  so  that  they  were  to  be  compelled 
to  do  the  same  thing  which  he  states  he  trusted  their 
own  sense  of  justice  would  induce  them  to  do. 

It  is  a  common  observation  in  all  such  cases,  that  the 
testator  might,  if  he  had  intended  it,  have  created  an 
express  trust ;  but  the  authorities  shew  that  if  there  be 
sufficient  certainty,  and  nothing  in  the  context  of  the 
will  to  oppose  the  conclusion,  the  trust  may  and  must 
be  implied ;  and  the  quesdon  is,  whether  there  is  a  trust 
by  implication. 

He  gave  all  his  estates,  real  and  personal  (except  as 
therein  mentioned),  to  his  brother,  or  to  the  next  de- 
scendant in  the  direct  male  line  of  his  grandfather,  who 
should  be  living  at  the  time  of  his  death.  The  gift  is 
in  terms  which  make  the  devisee  the  absolute  owner, 
and  give  him  the  power  of  disposing  of  the  whole  pro- 
perty (with  such  exceptions  as  are  mentioned)  as  he 
pleases.  The  exceptions,  deductions,  or  reservations 
consist  of  certain  gifts  for  charitable  and  other  purposes; 
and  he  constitutes  his  devisee  sole  executor  and  trustee 
to  carry  hb  will  into  execution,  <*  confiding  in  the  ap- 
proved 
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proved  honour  and  integrity  of  his  family  to  take  no 
advantage  of  any  technical  inaccuracies;"  and  the  con- 
text appears  to  me  to  shew,  that  these  words  relate  to 
the  reservations  which  he  had  made  out  of  the  general 
devise  and  bequest  to  his  brother  or  the  next  descend- 
ant in  the  direct  male  line  of  his  grandfather.  The 
expressions  used  in  his  great  bequest  to  the  British 
Museum^  afford  additional  evidence  of  his  wish  to  main- 
tain the  distinction  of  his  family  in  the  same  line;  but  I 
think  that  the  question  in  the  cause  depends  on  the 
effect  to  be  given  to  the  last  sentence  in  the  will. 
Having  given  all  his  estates,  real  and  personal,  to  his 
successor,  that  is,  the  next  male  descendant,  and 
having  given  a  few  legacies,  he  says,  *'  I  trust  to  the 
liberality  of  my  successors  to  reward  any  others  of  my 
old  servants  and  tenants  according  to  their  deserts,  and 
to  their  justice  in  continuing  the  estates  in  the  male 
succession,  according  to  the  will  of  the  founder  of  the 
family,  my  above-named  grandfather  Richard  Knight  J* 


1840. 


In  this  passage  there  is  no  doubt  of  the  wish,  or  of 
the  line  of  succession,  in  which  the  testator  desired  the 
estates  (whatever  he  meant  by  that  term)  to  devolve  or 
be  transmitted. 


Contemplating  his  successors,  and,  as  it  would  seem, 
all  his  successors  without  limit  in  that  line,  he  says, 
that  he  trusts  to  their  liberality  for  one  purpose,  and  to 
their  justice  for  another.  So  far  as  he  trusts  to  their 
liberality  to  reward  any  of  his  old  servants  or  tenants, 
according  to  their  deserts,  he  cannot  be  understood  to 
have  intended  to  create  an  imperative  trust.  Notwith- 
standing the  use  made  of  the  word  **  trust,"  an  indefinite 
discretion  was,  in  that  respect,  left  with  the  successors ; 
and  it  is  diiBcult  to  suppose,  that  having  in  this  sentence 
used  the  word  <<  trust  '^  in  a  sense  consistent  with  an 

Vol.  hi.  N  indefinite 
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1-840.  indefinite  discretion  in  the  person  trusted,  he  shoold,  in 
the  same  sentence,  use  the  word  ** trust**  in  a  sense 
wholly  inconsistent  with  such  discretion; — in  a  sense 
which  imposed  an  absolute  obligation  to  resort  to  the 
most  refined  subtleties  of  the  law  for  the  purpose  of  exe- 
cuting a  trust  in  such  a  manner  as  to  preserve,  by  com- 
pulsion, the  succession  to  the  estate  in  the  same  line  for 
the  Icmgest  time  possible.  Admitting  the  wishes  of  the 
testator,  which  seem  to  me  sufficiently  expressed,  I  have 
found  an  insuperable  difficulty  in  coming  to  a  satis- 
factory conclusion  that  he  did  not  intend  to  rely  on  the 
honour,  integrity,  or  justice  of  his  family  or  successors 
for  the  performance  of  his  wishes,  but  did  intend  to 
impose  upon  his  successors  an  obligation  to  be  enforced 
by  legal  sanction :  and  the  impression  arising  from  the 
last  words  in  the  will  appears  to  me  to  be  increased  by 
a  consideration  of  the  preceding  parts.  He  gave  abso- 
lute estates ;  as  to  the  gifts  to  other  persons,  he  confides 
in  the  approved  honour  and  integrity  of  his  family  that 
no  advantage  will  be  taken  of  technical  inaccuracies  to 
defeat  them;  and  as  to  the  succession  of  the  estates 
intended  to  pass  in  the  line  he  had  chosen,  he  trusts  to 
their  justice.  It  seems  to  me,  as  if  he  had  said,  **  you 
see  my  sense  of  what  is  due  to  the  founder  of  the  family; 
under  his  will,  I  have  inherited  the  estates  which  his 
industry  and  abilities  acquired,  and  of  which  he  had, 
therefore,  the  best  right  to  dispose.  I  have,  by  my  own 
act,  made  myself  absolute  master  of  the  estates,  but  I 
think  it  just  to  continue  the  succession  in  the  same 
manner:  this  I  do  by  my  will,  and  I  trust  to  your 
justice  to  do  the  like."  If  this  were  his  meaning,  it  is 
consistent  with  an  intention  that  each  successor  should 
take  from  his  immediate  predecessor,  by  gift  proceeding 
firom  a  sense  of  justice,  or  by  descent  fi*om  the  same 
motive,  an  absolute  interest  in  the  estates;  and  that 
the  continuance  in  the  line  designated  should  be  pro* 
Tided  for  in  that  way. 

I  think. 
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I  tbink,  therefore,  that  there  is  great  reason  to  doubt  1840. 
the  intention  to  create  an  imperative  trust :  and  looking 
to  the  subject  to  which  his  wishes  were  directed  — -  ob« 
serving  the  absolute  gift  of  all  his  estates,  real  and 
personal,  with  certain  exceptions;  and  that,  in  the  last 
clause,  he  has  not  used  the  words  *'  my  said  estate,"  or 
any  words  clearly  and  certainly  indicating  all  that  he 
had  given  to  those  whom  he  has  called  his  successors, 
but  has  simply  used  the  words,  **  the  estates,"  lea^dng 
it  be  matter  of  by  no  means  easy  construction,  whether 
he  intended  under  that  expression  to  include  the  per- 
sonal estate  as  well  as  the  real; — and  it  not  being  certain, 
having  regard  to  the  subsequent  reference  to  the  will 
of  his  grandfather,  whether  he  meant  to  include  more 
than  the  estates  of  his  grandfather,  to*  which  he  had 
himself  succeeded; — and  observing  that  some  part  of  the 
personal  estate,  at  least,  was  subjected  to  the  liberality 
of  his  successors,  I  think  that  there  is  reason  to  doubt 
whether  the  subject  is  su£Giciently  certain  for  a  trust  of 
this  nature. 

The  objects  do  appear  to  me  to  be  indicated  with 
su£Scient  certainQr,  and  it  seems  to  me  clear  in  what 
order  he  wished  them  to  take.  But,  unless  they  were 
to  take  successively  as  absolute  owners,  I  cannot  dis- 
cover what  estates  they  were  intended  to  take.  I  have 
not  been  able  to  persuade  myself  that  the  testator  meant 
to  tie  down  his  successor  to  make  such  a  settlement  as 
is  proposed  by  the  Plaintiffs,  and  nothing  less  would 
give  the  Plaintifls  any  right  to  a^  for  a  decree  of  this 
Court  in  their  favour ;  and  if  I  might  be  permitted  to 
adapt  the  words  of  Lord  Rosslyn,  in  the  case  of  Meggison 
and  Moore  {a)j  to  the  circumstances  of  this  case,  I 
should  say,  that  ^'  if  I  were  imperatively  to  declare  that 
the  successors  designated  by  the  will*  should  take  only 

for 

(a)  S  r«.  p»655. 
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for  life  and  their  issue  in  strict  settlement,  I  should  do 
a  thing  most  foreign  to  the  testator's  intention.  His 
successor  might  have  done  what  is  suggested.  The 
testator  intimated  a  wish  to  him,  and  gave  suflScient 
power ;  but  I  cannot  say  that  he  has  left  it  to  the  Court 
of  Chancery  to  accomplish  his  wishes." 

On  the  whole,  I  am  under  the  necessity  of  saying, 
that  for  the  creation  of  a  trust,  which  ought  to  be 
characterised  by  certainty,  there  is  not  sufficient  clear- 
ness to  make  it  certain  that  the  words  of  trust  were 
intended  to  be  imperative,  or  to  make  it  ceitain  what 
was  precisely  the  subject  intended  to  be  aiFected,  or  to 
make  it  certain  what  were  the  interests  to  be  enjoyed 
by  the  objects. . 

It  appears  to  me,  therefore,  that  the  Plaintiffs  have 

not  made  out  any  title,  and   that  the  bill  ought  to 

be  dismissed. 

Bill  dismissed  without  costs. 


Rolls. 

1813. 

Feb.  IS,  19. 

March  9. 

A,  hnvini;  a 
power  of  re- 
vocation and 
new  appoint- 
ment over 
an  estate,  of 
which  B.^  hU 
heir,  was 
tenant  in  tail, 
by  his  will 
directed  the 
estate  "  to  be 
attached  to 
his  title  as 


Lord  Dorchester  v.  The  Earl  of  Efpinghai^. 


The  facts  of  the  case,  as  appear- 
ing by  the  decree,  were  as  fol- 
lows :  under  certain  indentures, 
real  estates  were  limited  to  the 
use  of  Guy  Lord  Dorchester  for 
life,  with  remainder  to  his  then 
eldest  son  Christopher  for  life, 
with  remainder  to  Christopher's 
first  and  other  sons  in  tail  male, 
with  remainder  in  successibn  to 
the  other  children  of  Guy  Lord 
Dorchester  for  life,  with  remain- 


der to  their  first  and  other  sons 
closely  as  DOS-  in  tail.  Apower  of  revocation  of 
sible."    Held,  these  uses,  and  of  making  a  new 
that  the  estate 
of  j9.  and  all 

other  tenants  in  tail  in  esse  at  A,*s  death,  (being  in  the  line  of  the  title)  were 
abridged  to  estates  for  life  only. 


appointment  by  deed  or  will, 
was  reserved  to  Guy  Lord  Dor^ 
Chester, 

Christopher  died  in  1806,  leav- 
ing the  Plaintiff  Arthur  Henry, 
his  eldest  son,  an  infant. 

Guy  Lord  Dorchester  died  in 
I8t)8.  By  his  will,  attested  so 
as  to  pass  real  estate,  he  ex- 
pressed himself  as  follows  :  — 
''  All  my  landed  estates  to  be  at' 
tached  to  my  tide  as  closely  as 
possible;  all  the  timber  woods 
and 
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and  trees  on  ny  estates  I  leave 
to  my  executors  in'  trust  to  in- 
crease my  landed  property;  all 
debts  due  to  me  from  govern- 
ment, and  ail  my  personal  pro- 
perty not  otherwise  disposed  of, 
I  leave  to  my  executors  in  trust 
to  increase  my  landed  propert}% 
jdl  which  trust  shall  be  lodged 
in  Bank  stock,  there  to  accu- 
mulate principal  and  interest; 
and  profits  arising  therefrom,  till 
my  executors  find  an  adviseable 
purchase  adjoining  to  or  near 
my  estates.  The  executors  to 
have  a  power,  with  the  consent 
and  approbation  of  Lady  Dor~ 
Chester,  to  sell  my  estates  for  the 
purpose  of  buying  others,  which 
may  unite  or  approximate  the 
the  landed  property." 

By  a  codicil  unattested,  he 
gave  all  the  timber  on  bis  estates, 
and  all  his  personal  property  not 
otherwise  disposed  of,  to  his  ex- 
ecutors in  trust  to  increase  his 
landed  property. 

After  the  death  of  Gut/  Lord 
Dorchester,  his  grandson  Arthur 
Henry,  then  Lord  Dorchester, 
who,  under  the  limitations  in 
the  deeds,  taken  independently 
of  the  will,  would  have  been 
tenant  in  tail,  filed  tliis  bill  by 
his  guardian,  praying  that  he 
•*  might  be  declared  to  be  tenant 
in  tail  of  the  said  settled  estates, 
under  and  by  virtue  of  the  limit- 
ations of  the  said  deeds;"  that 
the  deeds  and  will  might  be 
carried  into  execution,  and  for 
a  declaration  of  the  rights  of  the 
parties. 

The  parties  entitled  in  re- 
minder, after  the  limitations  to 


the  Plaintiff  and  his  issue,  in- 
sisted  '*tbat  the  said  testator 
did  by  his  said  will  alter  the  uses 
of  the  said  settlement,  and  that 
he  had  full  right  andj  power  so 
to  do;  and  that  upon  tlie  true 
construction  of  the  said  will,  the 
Plaintiff  ought  to  be  declared  to 
be  tenant  for  life  of  the  estates  of 
the  said  Guy  Lord  Dorchester; 
and  that  they  would  become  en- 
titled upon  the  death  of  the  said 
Plaintiff  to  successive  estates  for* 
life  therein,  with  remainder  to 
their  respective  sons  in  tail  male ; 
and  the  Defendant  Guy  Carlton 
claimed  to  be  the  first  tenant  in 
tail  in  being  of  the  said  estates •" 

It  appears,  from  the  Registrai's 
note-book,  that  the  cause  came 
on  upon  the  18th  and  19th  of 
February  1815,  when  it  was  or- 
dered to  stand  over  for  a  fort* 
night,  with  liberty  for  the  Plain- 
tiff to  amend  the  bill,  and  bring 
the  cause  again  to  a  hearing  as 
he  should  be  advised.  The  cause 
accordingly  came  on  upon  the 
9th  o£  March  1817,  when 

Sir  S.Romilly  and  Mr.  Trower 
appeared  for  the  Plaintiff. 

Mr.  Leach  and  Mr.  Courtenay 
for  Lady  Dorchester  and  the  De- 
fendants to  the  amended  bill. 

Mr.  Richards,  for  the  execu- 
tors. 

Sir  JViliiam  Grant^  Master  of 
the  Rolls,  declared  "  that  by  the 
effect  of  the  said  testator's  will, 
the  estate  tail  of  the  said  Plaintiff 
Lord  Dorchester,  in  the  said 
settled  estates,  and  the  estates 
tail  of  all  other  the  male  issue 
«  or 
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Lord 
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The  Earl  of 
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or  descendants  (if  any)  of  tfae 
testator  in  esse,  at  the  time  of 
the  testator's  death,  in  the  same 
estates  were  abridged  to  estates 


for  life  only,  with  remainder  to 
their  first  and  other  sons  suc- 
cessively in  tail  male  in  strict 
settlement" 


Note.  —  See]  this  case  reported  on  another  point  in  (r.Cooper^ 
3X9,;  where  the  former  part  of  the  will  is  stated. 


1839. 

Dec.  6, 7. 10, 

11.  15,  14. 

1840. 
Aug.S. 


FRANKS  V.  PRICE. 


nnHE  question  in  this  case  arose  on  the  will  of  the 
"^    testator  Moses  Hari^  and  was,  whether,  under  the 


will  and  in  the  events  which  had  happened,  NaphthaU 
Hart  took  an  estate  for  life,  or  an  estate  tail  by  implica* 

tion, 


A  testator 
gave  life  in- 
terests in  real 
and  personal 

estate  to  A.  and  B.,  with  interests  to  their  issue  male  in  certain  events  only,  and  the 
estate  was^given  over  to  the  heir  of  the  testator  on  a  general  failure  of  issue  male  of 
A.  and  B,   Held,  that  A,  and  j9.  took  estates  tail  by  implication. 

A  testator  devised  his  real  and  personal  estate  to  trustees,  and  gave  life  estates 
therein  to  several  persons,  namely,  A,^  j9.,  &c.  ;  and  after  their  deaths  he  directed 
the  trustees  to  pay  the  income  to  Moses  and  Naphibali,  during  their  respective 
lives,  share  and  share  alike;  and  in  case  either  of  them  should,  after  the  deaths  of 
A.,B.,  ^c,  depart  this  life  without  leaving  issue  male  of  his  body,  in  trust  to  pay  the 
whole  income  to  the  survivor  for  life ;  and  he  directed  that  if  Moses  should,  cfter  the 
deaths  of  A;  B.,4^.,  die  before  Naphihaii,  leaving  issue  male,  then  the  trustees  should 
convey^  a  moiety  of  the  real  estate,  to  the  use  of  the  first  and  other  sons  of  Moses  in 
tail  male,  with  remainder  to  NaphthaU  for  life,  with  remainder  to  his  first  and  other 
sons  in  tail,  and  in  default  to  the  testator's  right  heirs,  and  lay  out  a  moiety  of  the 
personal  estate  in  land,  and  convey  the  same  to  trustees  to  the  like  uses.  The  tes- 
tator made  a  similar  disposition  mutatis  mutandis  of  th^  other  moiety  in  case  of  the 
death  of  Naphtha,  after  the  deat/u  of  A,^  B,,  leamng  issue  mate^  and  he  provided 
that  in  case  Moses  and  NaphthaU  should  die  without  leaving  issue  male,  or  if  such 
issue  male  should  die  without  leaving  any  issue  male,  the  trustees  should  convey  the 
property  to  such  person  as  should,  at  the  death  of  the  survivor  of  Moses  and 
NaphthaU,  be  the  right  heir  of  the  testator.  It  will  be  seen  that  no  provision  was 
made  for  the  event  (which  happened),  of  Moses  dying  without  issue  htfore  the  death  of 
A.tB,  NaphthaU  survived  Moses  and  A.,B^&c^  and  Moses  died  without  issue.  Held, 
first,  that  the  words  "  after  the  deaths  of  A.,  B,"  &c.,  did  not  import  contingency, 
but  were  merely  words  of  reference,  shewing  that  the  gifts  then  in  course  of  ex- 
pression were  subject  to  the  prior  gifts,  and  were  not  to  have  effect  in  possession 
until  those  prior  gifts  were  satisfied  or  had  become  inoperative.  Secondly,  that  the 
words,  "  if  Moses  should  die  after  the  death  of  NaphthaU,  leaving  issue  male," 
must  have  their  natural  meaning,  and  be  taken  to  provide  only  for  the  particular 
cases  expressly  described.  Thirdly,  that  to  effectuate  the  general  intent,  NaphthaU 
took  an  estate  tail  by  implication  m  both  moieties  of  the  realty,  and  an  absolute  in- 
terest in  the  personalty.  And,  fourthly,  that  the  trusts  on  which  the  question  arose 
were  not  executory  so  as  to  alter  the  construction  as  arising  on  an  executed  trust. 
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tioDt  in  tbe  real  and  personal  estate  of  the  testator.    In        18S9» 
the  former  case  alone  the  PlaintifP  would  be  entitled. 

The  testator,  by  bis  will,  dated  the  2d  oi  April  1756, 
(after  bequeathing  several  annuities  and  certain  legacies, 
and  specifying  various  personal  property  to  which  he 
was  entitled,  and  reciting  that  he  was  possessed  of  divers 
messuages  and  hereditaments  and  premises  at  Idesr- 
wnihj  as  w«ll  fireehold  and  copyhold,  and  at  Richmond 
and  Topsjidd^  and  also  divers  other  leasehold  mes- 
suages, lands,  and  tenements,)  devised  and  bequeathed 
all  his  real  and  personal  estate  to  trustees,  their  heirs, 
executors,  and  administrators,  upon  trust  to  sell  his  rea 
estate  at  IdeMorth  and  Bichmondj  and  his  personal 
estate,  and  invest  the  produce  in  government  securities; 
and  out  of  the  yearly  income  thereof,  and  out  of  the 
rents  and  profits  of  his  estate  at  Tqpsfield,  and  of  his 
leasehold  estates,  and  all  other  his  real  and  personal 
estate,  to  pay  the  annuities  and  legacies ;  and  after  pay* 
ment  thereof,  he  directed  the  trustees  to  pay  the  surplus 
yearly  income  of  his  estate,  both  real,  and  personal,  in 
manner  following :  that  is  to  say,  one  moiety  thereof  to 
his  daughter  Judith  Lery,  during  her  life,  or  so  long  as 
she  continued  the  widow  of  her  late  husband ;.  and 
the  other  moiety  to  his  daughter  Radiael  AdolphuSf 
during  her  life^  for  her  separate  use.  The  testator 
then  proceeded  in  the  following  terms:— >**  And  upon 
further  trust,  that  if  the  said  Bachael  Adolphus  shall 
survive  the  said  Judith  Letff,  or  if  the  said  Judith 
Levy  shall  at  any  time  hereafter  intermarry  with  any 
other  husband,  that  from  the  time  of  such  death  or 
marriage,  the  moiety  of  the  surplus  of  the  income  of 
my  real  and  personal  estates  made  payable  as  afore* 
said  to  the  said  Judith  Lern^  shall  be  paid  by  halt 
yearly  payments  to  the  said  Bachael  Adolphus^  for  the 
term  of  her  natural  life,  for  her  own  sole  and  separate 
use,  in  the  same  manner  as  the  other  moeity  is  hereby 
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or  descendants  (if  any)  of  the 
testator  in  eue^  at  the  time  of 
the  testator's  death,  in  the  same 
estates  were  abridged  to  estates 


for  life  only,  with  reminder  to 
their  first  and  other  sons  suc- 
cessiyely  in  tail  male  in  strict 
settlement." 


Note.  —  See)  this  case  reported  on  another  point  in  6,  Cooper ^ 
319.;  where  the  former  part  of  the  will  is  stated. 


1839. 
Dec.  6, 7. 10, 

11.  13,  14. 

1840. 
Aug,  8. 


FRANKS  V.  PRICE. 

nnHE  question  in  this  case  arose  on  the  will  of  the 

"^    testator  Moses  Hartj  and  was,  whether,  under  the 

will  and  in  the  events  which  had  happened,  Naphtkali 

Hart  took  an  estate  for  life,  or  an  estate  tail  by  implica* 

tion, 


A  testator 
gave  life  in- 
terests in  real 
and  personal 

estate  to  A.  and  JB,,  with  interests  to  their  issue  male  in  certain  events  only,  and  the 
estate  was^given  over  to  the  heir  of  the  testator  on  a  general  failure  of  issue  male  of 
A.  and  B,    Held,  that  A,  and  B,  took  estates  tail  by  implication. 

A  testator  devised  his  real  and  personal  estate  to  trustees,  and  gave  life  estates 
therein  to  several  persons,  namely.  A.,  B.y  &c. ;  and  after  their  deaths  he  directed 
the  trustees  to  pay  the  income  to  Motes  and  Naphtbali^  during  their  respective 
lives,  share  and  share  alike ;  and  in  case  either  of  them  should,  after  the  deaths  of 
A.,  B.,  ^c,,  depart  this  life  without  leavins  issue  male  of  his  body,  in  trust  to  pay  the 
whole  income  to  the  survivor  for  life ;  and  he  directed  that  if  Moses  should,  after  the 
deaths  of  A;  B.,  <}'<?.,  die  before  Naphlhali,  leaving  issue  matey  then  the  trustees  should 
convey^  a  moiety  of  the  real  estate,  to  the  use  of  the  first  and  other  sons  of  Moses  in 
tail  male,  with  remainder  to  Naphihali  for  life,  with  remainder  to  his  first  and  other 
sons  in  tail,  and  in  default  to  the  testator's  right  heirs,  and  lay  out  a  moiety  of  the 
personal  estate  in  land,  and  convey  the  same  to  trustees  to  the  like  uses.  The  tes- 
tator made  a  similar  disposition  mutatis  mutandis  of  thi3  other  moiety  in  case  of  the 
death  of  Naphthali^  after  the  deaiJis  of  A,^  B.,  leaving  issue  male^  and  he  provided 
that  in  case  Moses  and  NaphthaU  should  die  without  leaving  issue  male,  or  if  such 
issue  male  should  die  without  leaving  any  issue  male,  the  trustees  should  convey  the 
property  to  such  person  as  should, .  at  the  death  of  the  survivor  of  Moses  and 
Naphthali,  be  the  right  heir  of  the  testator.  It  will  be  seen  that  no  provision  was 
made  for  the  event  (which  happened),  of  Moses  dying  without  issue  before  the  death  of 
A,,B.  Naphthaii  survived  Moses  and  il.,^.,&c.,  and  Moses  died  without  issue.  Held, 
first,  that  the  words  "  after  the  deaths  of  A,,  B."  &c.,  did  not  import  contingency, 
but  were  merely  words  of  reference,  shewing  that  the  gifts  then  in  course  of  ex- 
pression were  subject  to  the  prior  gifts,  and  were  not  to  have  effect  in  possession 
until  those  prior  gifts  were  satisfied  or  had  become  inoperative.  Secondly,  that  the 
words,  "  if  Moses  should  die  after  the  death  of  Naphthaii,  leaving  issue  male," 
must  have  their  natural  meaning,  and  be  taken  to  provide  only  for  the  particular 
cases  expressly  described.  Thirdly,  that  to  effectuate  the  general  intent,  Naphthaii 
took  an  estate  tail  by  implication  m  both  moieties  of  the  realty,  and  an  absolute  in- 
terest in  the  personalty.  And,  fourthly,  that  the  tnists  on  which  the  question  arose 
were  not  executory  so  as  to  alter  the  construction  as  arising  on  an  executed  trust. 
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tioDf  in  the  real  and  personal  estate  of  the  testator.    In        18S9» 
the  former  case  alone  the  PUdntiff  would  be  entitled. 

The  testator,  by  his  will,  dated  the  2d  of  April  1756| 
(after  bequeathing  several  annuities  and  certain  legacies, 
and  specifying  various  personal  property  to  which  he 
was  entitled,  and  reciting  that  he  was  possessed  of  divers 
messuages  and  hereditaments  and  premises  at  Idesr- 
toorih,  as  well  freehold  and  copyhold,  and  at  Richmond 
and  TopsfiMf  and  also  divers  other  leasehold  mes- 
suages, lands,  and  tenements,)  devised  and  bequeathed 
all  his  real  and  personal  estate  to  trustees,  their  heirs, 
executors,  and  administrators,  upon  trust  to  sell  his  rea 
estate  at  Isletfworth  and  Bichmondy  and  his  personal 
estate,  and  invest  the  produce  in  government  securities ; 
and  out  of  the  yeariy  income  thereof,  and  out  of  the 
rents  and  profits  of  his  estate  at  Tqps/leld,  and  of  his 
leasehold  estates,  and  all  other  his  real  and  personal 
estate,  to  pay  the  annuities  and  legacies ;  and  after  pay* 
ment  thereof,  he  directed  the  trustees  to  pay  the  surplus 
yearly  income  of  hb  estate,  both  real,  and  personal,  in 
manner  following :  that  is  to  say,  one  moiety  thereof  to 
his  daughter  Judith  Lery,  during  her  life,  or  so  long  as 
she  continued  the  widow  of  her  late  husband ;.  and 
the  other  moiety  to  his  daughter  Rachael  AdotphuSf 
during  her  life,  for  her  separate  use.  The  testator 
then  proceeded  in  the  following  terms: — "And  upon 
further  trust,  that  if  the  said  Rachael  Adolphus  shall 
survive  the  said  Judith  Lecff,  or  if  the  said  Judith 
heqy  shall  at  any  time  hereafter  intermarry  with  any 
other  husband,  that  from  the  time  of  such  death  or 
marriage,  the  moiety  of  the  surplus  of  the  income  of 
my  real  and  personal  estates  made  payable  as  afore* 
said  to  the  said  Judith  Levy  shall  be  paid  by  halt 
yearly  payments  to  the  said  Rachael  Adolphus,  for  the 
term  of  her  natural  life,  for  her  own  sole  and  separate 
use,  in  the  same  manner  as  the  other  moeity  is  hereby 
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18S9.  directed  to  be  paid  to  her  as  aforesaid ;  and  upon  further 
trust,  that  if  the  said  Bachael  Adoiphus  shall  die  with- 
out having  any  issue  of  her  body,  and  the  said  Judith 
Le-vtj  shall  her  survive,  that  then  and  in  such  case  the 
moiety  of  the  surplus  of  the  income  of  my  said  real  and 
personal  estate,  payable  to  the  said  Bachael  Adoiphus  as 
aforesaid,  shall  by  half-yearly  payments  be  paid  to  the 
said  Judith  Levy^  for  and  during  the  term  of  her  natural 
life,  if  she  so  long  continues  the  widow  of  the  said  Elias 
Levy.  And  upon  further  trust,  that  if  the  said  Bachael 
Adoiphus  shall  at  her  death  have  any  issue  of  her  body 
lawfully  begotten,  that  then  and  in  such  case  the  moiety 
of  the  surplus  of  the  income  of  my  said  real  and  personal 
estate  payable  to  the  said  Bachael  Addphtis  as  aforesaid 
shall  from  thenceforth  by  half-yearly  payments  be  paid 
to  all  the  children  of  the  said  Bachael  Adoiphus,  during 
their  respective  lives,  in  equal  proportions,  share  and 
share  alike ;  and  in  case  of  the  death  of  any  of  them, 
the  part  and  share  of  such  child  so  dying  shall  be 
equally  paid  to  and  amongst  the  survivors  and  survivor 
of  them.  And  on  further  trust,  that  from  and  after  the 
death  or  marriage  of  the  said  Judith  Lecy^  the  income 
of  my  said  real  and  personal  estates  devised  to  her  as 
aforesaid  shall  be  paid  by  half-yearly  payments  to  and 
amongst  all  and  every  of  the  children  of  the  said  Bachael 
Adoiphus,  in  the  same  manner  and  with  the  like  benefit 
of  survivorship  as  the  surplus  of  the  income  of  my  said 
real  and  personal  estate  payable  to  the  said  Bachael 
Adoiphus  as  aforesaid  is  hereby  directed  to  be  paid. 
And  on  further  trust,  that  in  case  my  daughter  Bachael 
Adoiphus  shall  have  any  issue  of  her  body  lawfully  be- 
gotten, that  my  said  trustees  do  and  shall  lay  out  and 
expend  so  much  money  as  they  shall  think  necessarj*  for 
the  boarding,  maintenance,  and  education  of  such  chil- 
dren out  of  the  yearly  income  and  produce  of  my  said 
real  and  personal  estates  devised  to  them  as  aforesaid, 
until  such  time  as  they  shall  respectively  attain  their 

respective 
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respective  ages  of  twenty-five  years ;  and  that  they  my  1839. 
said  trustees  and  executors  shall  respectively  lay  out  the 
surplus  of  such  yearly  income  and  produce  in  govern- 
ment securities  for  the  use  of  such  children  respectively^ 
to  be  paid  to  each  of  them,  as  he»  she,  or  they  shall 
respectively  attain  their  age  or  ages  of  ttjaeniy^fioe  years^ 
share  and  share  alike,  with  benefit  of  survivorship  to 
each  othen  And  upon  further  trust,  from  and  after  the 
decease  of  both  my  said  daughters,  and  of  the  issue  of 
the  said  Rackael  Adolphus  (or  on  the  marriage  of  my 
daughter  Judith  Lexn/  as  aforesaid,  she  surviving,  the 
said  Rachael  Adolphus  and  her  issue),  that  the  trustees 
and  executors,  &c.,  do  pay  the  yearly  income,  &c.  of  all 
my  said  estates,  &c.,  among  so  many  of  my  said  three 
sisters,  Margolus  Simons^  Judith  Hart,  and  Jacobed  Harty 
as  shall  be  then  living,  and  to  the  survivors  and  survivor 
of  them,  share  and  share  alike,  for  and  during  their  re- 
spective natural  lives,  and  the  life  of  the  longer  liver  of 
them,  for  their  separate  use." 

"  And  upon  further  trust,  from  and  after  the  decease  of 
mysaid  daughters,  and  of  the  issue  of  my  daughter  Aac^a^/ 
Adolphus,  and  of  the  decease  of  my  said  three  sisters,  that 
my  said  trustees  and  executors  shall  pay  the  yearly  income 
and  produce  of  my  said  real  and  personal  estates  unto 
Moses  Hart  and  Naphthali  Hart,  the  sons  of  my  brother- 
in-law  Solomon  Hart,  for  and  during  the  term  of  their  re- 
spective natural  lives,  share  and  share  alike ;  and  in  case 
either  of  them,  the  said  Moses  Hart  and  Naphthali  Hart, 
shall,  after  the  deaths  of  the  said  Judith  Levy  and  Bachael 
Adolphus,  and  of  the  children  of  the  said  Rachael  Adol* 
phus  (if  any  she  shall  have),  and  of  the  decease  of  my 
said  three  sisters,  depart  this  life  without  leaving  issue 
male  of  his  body  lawfully  begotten,  then  in  trust  to  pay 
the  whole  yearly  income  and  produce  of  my  said  real 
and  personal  estate  unto  the  survivor  of  them,  for  and 

during  the  term  of  his  natural  life." 

"And 
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1889.  ^  And  I  do  hereby  farther  direct  and  appoint,  tkat  if 

the  said  Moses  Hart  shattf  after  the  deaths  of  the  said 
Judith  Leon  <^^  Bachad  Aidphus,  and  the  children  of 
the  said  Bachael  Adolphus  (if  any  she  shall  have),  and 
of  the  decease  of  my  said  three  sbters,  depart  this  lifs 
before  the  said  Naphthali  Hartf  leaving  issue  male  qf  his 
body,  that  then  and  in  such  case  my  said  trustees,  or 
the  survivor  of  them,  and  the  heirs  of  such  survivor, 
shall  convey  one  moiety  of  my  said  real  estate  at  TcpS" 
JSeld,  and  also  convey  one  moiety  of  aU  such  other  parts 
of  my  freehold  and  copyhold  estates  as  shall  be  tlien 
remaining  unsold,  to  trustees  to  the  use  and  behoof  of 
the  first  and  every  other  son  and  sons  of  the  said  Moses 
Harty  severally  and  successively  in  tail  male;  and  in 
default  of  such  issue,  remainder  to  the  said  Naphthali 
Harty  for  the  term  of  his  natural  life,  with  remainder  to 
his  first  and  either  sons,  severally  and  successively  in  tail 
male ;  and  in  default  of  such  issue,  to  my  right  heirs. 
And  in  case  qfsuch  death  in  manner  qfbresaid  qfthe  said 
Moses  Hart  before  the  said  Naphthali  Harty  and  of  the 
said  Moses  Hart  leaving  issue  maley  I  do  h^eby  direct 
and  appoint  that  my  said  trustees,  and  the  survivor,  &c., 
shall  and  do  lay  out  one  moiety  of  my  personal  estate 
and  efiects,  and  of  such  money  as  shall  have  arisen  by 
sale  of  my  freehold'  and  copyhold  estates,  directed  as 
aforesaid  to  be  sold  (in  case  they  should  then  have  been 
sold),  in  the  purchase  of  lands  of  inheritance,  and  con* 
vey  the  same  to  trustees  to  the  like  uses  as  I  have  herein- 
before directed,  one  moiety  of  my  said  real  estate  at 
Topsfield  to  be  conveyed  and  settled  on  the  issue  of 
the  said  Moses  Harty  on  the  contingency  aforesaid." 

<'  And  I  do  hereby  further  direct  and  appoint,  that 
if  the  said  Naphthali  Hart  shdlly  after  the  deaths  of  the 
said  Judith  Levy  and  Bachael  Addphusy  and  the  children 
of  the  said  Bachael  Addphus  (if  any  she  shall  have), 

and 
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and  of  the  decease  of  my  siud  three  sisters,  depart  this  18S9. 
life  be/ore  the  said  Moses  Harty  leaving  issue  male  of 
his  body  lawfully  begotten,  that  then  and  in  such  case> 
my  said  trusteesi  or  the  survivori  &c.|  shall  cowo^  one 
moiety  of  my  real  estate  at  Topsfield^  and  also  convey 
one  moiety  of  all  such  other  parts  of  my  freehdd  and 
copyhold  estates  as  shall  be  then  remaining  unsold,  to 
trustees,  to  the  use  and  behoof  of  the  first  and  every 
other  son  and  sons  of  the  said  Naphthali  Hart,  severally 
and  successively  in  tail  male;  and  in  default  of  such 
issue,  remainder  to  the  said  Moses  Harty  for  the  term  of 
his  natural  life,  with  remainder  to  his  first  and  other 
sons  severally  and  successively  in  tail  male ;  and  in  de- 
fault of  such  issue,  to  my  right  heirs.  And  in  case  of 
such  death,  in  manner  aforesaid,  of  the  said  Naphthali 
Hart  before  the  said  Moses  Hart^  and  his,  the  said 
Naphthali  Httrt\  leaving  issue  male,  I  do  hereby  direct 
and  appoint  that  my  said  trustees,'  and  the  survivor,  &&, 
shall  and  do  lay  out  one  moiety  of  my  personal  estate 
and  effects,  and  of  such  money  as  shall  have  arisen  by 
sale  of  my  freehold  and  copyhold  estates,  directed  as 
aforesaid  to  be  sold  (in  case  they  should  have  been  then 
sold),  in  the  purchase  of  lands  of  inheritance,  and  con^ 
vey  the  same  to  trustees  to  the  like  uses  as  I  have 
hereinbefore  directed,  one  moiety  of  my  jsaid  real  estate 
at  Tqpsfield  to  be  conveyed  and  settled  on  the  issue  of 
the  said  Naphthali  Harty  on  the  contingency  aforesaid." 

"  And  in  case  the  said  Moses  Hart  and  Naphthali 
Hart  shall  both  die  without,  leaving  any  issue  maley  or 
such  issue  male  shall  die  without  leaving  any  issue  maUy 
that  then  and  in  such  case  my  said  trustees  and  ex- 
ecutors, or  the  survivor,  &c.,  shdll  convey  my  said  real 
estate  at  Topsfieldy  and  all  other  my  freehold  and  copy- 
hold estates  which  shall  then  remain  unsold,  unto  such 
person  or  persons  as  shally  at  the  death  of  the  survivor 
of  themy  the  said  Moses  Hart  and  Naphthali  Hart,  be 

my 
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1839.  my  right  heir  or  right  heirs;  and  shall  in  that  case 
transfer^  pay,  and  dispose  of  all  mf  personal  estate  to 
and  amongst  such  persons,  and  in  such  shares  and 
proportions  as  they  would,  by  virtue  of  the  Statute  of 
Distribution  of  Intestates'  Estates,  be  respectively  en- 
titled unto  in  case  I  had  died  intestate." 

It  will  be  seen  that  the  will  made  no  provision  for  the 
events  which  afterwards  happened,  namely,  of  Moses 
dying  xcithout  issue  before  the  deaths  of  the  previous 
tenants  for  life. 

The  testator  died  in  1756. 

All  the  devisees  named  in  the  testator's  will  survived 
him.  The  events  which  subsequently  happened  were 
these : 

The  testator's  daughter  Rachael^  and  his  sisters  Mar^ 
golusy  Judith^  and  Jacobedj  and  Moses  Hart^  all  died 
without  issue,  in  the  lifetime  of  Judith  Levy  and  of 
Naphthali  Hart. 

In  1803  Judith  Lety  died. 

In  1828  Naphthali  HaH  died  a  bachelor. 

Judith  Levy  remained  in  possession  of  the  property 
until  her  death.  Naphthali  Hart  then  entered  into  pos- 
session, and  assuming  to  be  tenant  in  tail  in  possession, 
he  suffered  recoveries  of  the  freehold  and  copyhold 
property,  and  in  1821  conveyed  all  the  freehold  and 
copyhold  and  personal  estate  to  a  purchaser  for  valu*  . 
able  consideration. 

The  co-heirs  at  law  and  next  of  kin  of  the  testator 
were  the  Plaintiff,  Jacob  Henry  Franks,  and  the  Defend- 
ants, Priscilla  Franks  and  Dame  Isabella  Bell  Cooper. 

Besides 
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Besides  some  leaseholds,  there  was  a  sum  of  1600/.        1839. 

Ea^  India  Stock,  and  458/.  consols,  forming  the  per-       pX^^ 

sonal  estate  of  the  testator*  v. 

Price. 

This  bill  was  filed  in  1829,  by  Jacob  Henry  FraniSf 
against  Price  Priscitta  Franks,  and  Sir  William  H. 
Cooper  and  Lady  Cooper,  and  the  personal  represent- 
ative of  the  testator  and  the  heir  at  law  of  the  surviving 
trustee  of  the  real  estate,  and  against  parties  claiming 
beneficially  under  the  purchaser  and  their  trustee,  pray- 
ing that  the  rights  of  all  parties  in  the  testator's  real 
and  personal  estates  might  be  declared,  for  consequential 
accounts  and  inquiries,  and  that  the  Plaintiff  might  be 
let  into  possession  of  his  share  of  the  real  estates. 

The  preliminary  inquiries  having  been  made  before 
the  Master,  the  cause  came  on  to  be  heard  for  further 
directions  in  March  1837,  when  a  case  was  directed  for 
the  opinion  of  the  Judges  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas 
on  the  following  points :  — 

1.  Whether  Naphthali  Hart  took  any  and  what 
estate,  under  the  will  of  Moses  Hart,  in  the  real  estate 
of  the  testator  at  Topsjield. 

2.  Whether  Jacob  Henry  Franks,  Priscilla  Franks, 
and  Dame  Isabella  Bell  Cooper,  the  heirs  at  law  of  the 
testator  living  at  the  death  of  Naphthali  Hart,  took  any 
and  what  estate  under  the  will  in  the  real  estate  at  Tops" 

field;  and, 

3.  Whether  Jtidith  Levy^  Bachacl  Adolphus,  H.  Isaac 
Franks,  Philah  Franks,  and  Priscilla  Franks,  the  heirs 
at  law  of  the  testator  living  at  the  time  of  his  death, 
took  any  and  what  estate  under  his  will  in  the  real 
estate  at  Tqpsfield. 

The 
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1839.  Tlie  case  was  argued  in  Michaelmas  term  1888  (a), 

and  the  following  certificate  was  returned  :  -— * 

<<  We  are  of  opinion,  that  upon  the  death  of  Moses 
Hart  without  issue,  Naphthali  Hart  became  and  was 
seised,  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  testator's  will,  of  a 
vested  estate  in  tail  male  in  remainder  expectant  on  the 
determination  of  the  estates  limited  to  Judith  Lm/f 
Bachael  Adolphus  and  her  children,  and  the  testator's 
three  sisters,  in  all  the  messuages,  lands,  and  heredita^ 
roents  at  Topsfield.  It  having  been  intimated  to  us  by 
the  counsel  on  both  sides,  that,  in  the  event  of  our 
opinion  on  the  first  question  being  such  as  is  above 
stated,  they  do  not  desire  to  have  our  opinion  on  the 
matters  referred  to  in  the  second  and  third  questions, 
we  forbear  to  say  any  thing  in  answer  to  them/' 

The  cause  now  came  on  for  further  directions  upon 
the  certificate  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas. 

Mr.  Pemberton,  Mr.  Parker,  and  Mr.  Lee,  for  the 
Plaintifi: 

The  will  contains  no  express  gift  in  tail  to  Moses  and 
Naphthali  ;  and  it  is  only  by  implication  that  they  can 
be  held  to  take  such  an  estate.  It  is  said  on  the  other 
side»  that  the  ultimate  gift  over  being  on  a  general 
failure  bf  the  issue  male  of  Moses  and  Naphthali,  shews 
an  intention^  that  all  such  issue  shall  be  provided  for ; 
but  the  testator  not  having,  by  the  previous  gifts,  pro- 
vided for  all  such  issue,  it  is  necessary,  in  order  to 
efi*ectuate  the  general  intention  of  the  testator,  to  imply 
an  estate  tail  in  the  parents,  through  whom  the  whole  line 
of  such  issue  may  inherit.  It  has,  however,  been  clearly 
established,  that  there  can  be  no  such  estate  by  im- 
plication, 
(a)  5  Jfftn^.  N.  C.57r,  and  6  Scoif,1lo. 
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plication,  if  the  preceding  gifts  exhaust  the  whole  issuer        1899. 
on  failure  of  which  the  gift  over  is  to  take  effect. 

It  is  said  then  by  the  DefendantSi  that  in  this  case 
there  are  not  previous  limitations  to  the  issue  male  of 
liases  and  Naphthali  in  every  event;  and  for  this  reason^ 
because  the  gifts  to  them  are  contingent  on  their  parents 
surviving  the  several  tenants  for  life ;  the  answer,  how- 
ever, is  this : 

Fir^j  that  if  the  words  sound  in  contingency,  then 
such  contingency  runs  through  the  whole  will,  subse- 
quent to  the  life  estates  to  Moses  and  Naphthaliy  and 
consequently  none  of  the  subsequent  devises  took  effect 
at  all;  by  importing  contingency,  every  devise  sub- 
sequent to  those  to  Moses  and  Naphihali  has  failed,  and 
the  Plaintiff  and  the  other  co-heirs  will  then  become 
entitled. 

Secondbfj  if  the  words  be  not  read  in  a  contingent 
sense^  but  as  importing  the  period  at  which,  consistent 
with  the  previous  gifts,  the  estate  is  to  vest  in  possession 
or  enjoyment,  then  it  will  be  found  that  there  is  a  pre- 
vious limitation  to  all  the  issue  of  Moses  and  Naphihali, 
in  respect  of  both  the  moieties  of  the  estate,  and  no 
necessity  will  then  exist  for  implying  an  estate  tail  in 
their  parents. 

Thirdltfi  if  any  doubt  exists  whether  the  prior  limit- 
ations would,  by  express  devise,  exhaust  all  the  issue 
male  as  to  both  moieties ;  yet  it  is  clear,  that  as  to  one 
moiety,  it  does  exhaust  all  such  issue  male,  and  there- 
fore, as  to  that  moiety,  it  is  impossible  to  imply  an  estate 
tail  in  Naphthalu  ^ 

Fourthh/y  if  the  Court  is  compelled  to  imply  an  estate 
tail  at  all,  it  must  be  implied  in  favour  of  the  issue  of 

Moses 
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1839.  Tliecase  was  argued  in  Michadmas  term  1888(a), 

and  the  following  certificate  was  returned  :  -— * 

*^  We  are  of  opinion,  that  upon  the  death  of  Moses 
Hart  without  issue,  Naphtfudi  Hart  becanse  and  was 
seised,  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  testator's  will,  of  a 
vested  estate  in  tail  male  in  remainder  expectant  on  the 
determination  of  the  estates  limited  to  Judith  Lecjfj 
Bachael  Adolpkus  and  her  children,  and  the  testator's 
three  sisters,  in  all  the  messuages,  lands,  and  heredita* 
ments  at  Topsfield.  It  having  been  intimated  to  us  by 
the  counsel  on  both  sides,  that,  in  the  event  of  our 
opinion  on  the  first  question  being  such  as  is  above 
stated,  they  do  not  desire  to  have  our  opinion  on  the 
matters  referred  to  in  the  second  and  third  questions, 
we  forbear  to  say  any  thing  in  answer  to  them." 

The  cause  now  came  on  for  fiirther  directions  upon 
the  certificate  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas. 

Mr.  Pembertorif  Mr.  Parker^  and  Mr.  Lee^  for  the 
Plaintifi: 

The  will  contains  no  express  gift  in  tail  to  Moses  and 
Naphthali  ;  and  it  is  only  by  implication  that  they  can 
be  held  to  take  such  an  estate.  It  is  said  on  the  other 
side,  that  the  ultimate  gift  over  being  on  a  general 
failure  bf  the  issue  male  of  Moses  and  Naphthali^  shews 
an  intention,  that  all  such  issue  shall  be  provided  for; 
but  the  testator  not  having,  by  the  previous  gifts,  pro- 
vided for  all  such  issue,  it  is  necessary,  in  order  to 
effectuate  the  general  intention  of  the  testator,  to  imply 
an  estate  tail  in  the  parents,  through  whom  the  whole  line 
of  such  issue  may  inherit.  It  has,  however,  been  clearly 
established,  that  there  can  be  no  such  estate  by  im- 
plication, 
(a)  5  Bing.  N.  C. 37.;  and  6  Scoif, 710. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY.  191 

plication^  if  the  preceding  gifts  exhaust  the  whole  issuer        1899. 
on  failure  of  which  the  gift  over  is  to  take  effect 

It  is  said  then  by  the  DefendantSi  that  in  this  case 
there  are  not  previous  limitations  to  t}ie  issue  male  of 
Moses  and  NaphtJudi  in  every  event ;  and  for  this  reason, 
because  the  gifts  to  them  are  contingent  on  their  parents 
surviving  the  several  tenants  for  life ;  the  answer,  how- 
ever, is  this : 

Firstj  that  if  the  words  sound  in  contingency,  then 
such  contingency  runs  through  the  whole  will,  subse- 
quent to  the  life  estates  to  Moses  and  Naphthali^  and 
consequently  none  of  the  subsequent  devises  took  effect 
at  all;  by  importing  contingency,  every  devise  sub- 
sequent to  those  to  Moses  and  NaphthaU  has  failed,  and 
the  Plaintiff  and  the  other  co-heirs  will  then  become 
entitled. 

Secondly^  if  the  words  be  not  read  in  a  contingent 
sense,  but  as  importing  the  period  at  which,  consbtent 
with  the  previous  gifts,  the  estate  is  to  vest  in  possession 
or  enjoyment,  then  it  will  be  found  that  there  is  a  pre- 
vious limitation  to  all  the  issue  of  Moses  and  NaphthaU^ 
in  respect  of  both  the  moieties  of  the  estate,  and  no 
necessity  will  then  exist  for  implying  an  estate  tail  in 
their  parents. 

Thirdfyi  if  any  doubt  exists  whether  the  prior  limit- 
ations would,  by  express  devise,  exhaust  all  the  issue 
male  as  to  both  moieties ;  yet  it  is  clear,  that  as  to  one 
moiety,  it  does  exhaust  all  such  issue  male,  and  there- 
fore, as  to  that  moiety,  it  is  impossible  to  imply  an  estate 
tail  in  Naphthalu 

Fourthly^  if  the  Court  is  compelled  to  imply  an  estate 
tail  at  all,  it  must  be  implied  in  favour  of  the  issue  of 

Moses 
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1839.        Moses  and  Naphthalij  and  not  in  favour  of  Moses  and 
Naphihali  themselves. 

Fifihbfi  if  this  Court  should  concur  in  the  certificate 
of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  on  the  case'  stated  to 
them,  in  which  the  words  of  the  will  have  been  varied, 
so  as  to  make  the  devises  legal  devises,  yet  that  in  this 
Court  a  different  conclusion  must  prevail  on  the  words 
of  the  will  themselves,  on  the  ground  of  their  creating 
an  executory  trust ;  and, 

Sixthly,  That  the  gifts  to  the  children  of  Rachael 
Adolphus  at  twenty-five,  and  those  subsequent  thereto, 
are  too  remote;  and  that  the  heir  becomes  consequently 
entitled. 

If  the  words  be  read  as  importing  contingency,  how 
did  Naphihali  take  an  estate  for  life  in  the  whole  ?  The 
words  are,  if  either  Moses  or  Naphihali  shall,  after  the 
deaths  ofjudiih,  &c.,  die  without  leaving  issue  male,  then 
to  pay  the  whole  income  to  the  survivor  for  life ;  and  this 
event  never  took  place  as  to  the  moiety  of  Moses.  But  it 
is  absurd  to  suppose  that  the  gift  of  the  whole  to  Naph- 
ihali was  to  be  dependent  not  only  on  the  event  of  Moses 
dying  without  issue  male,  but  also  on  the  contingency 
of  Moses  surviving  the  previous  tenants  for  life.  If  you 
read  the  words  as  contingent,  the  event  never  took 
place,  and  Naphihali  never  became  entitled  for  life  to 
the  moiety  of  Moses;  but  if  you  construe  them  as 
providing  for  the  period  at  which  the  limitations  were 
to  take  effect,  without  prejudicing  the  estates  previously 
limited,  then  every  thing  will  be  consistent.  The  next 
clause  must  be  construed  in  a  similar  way.  It  is,  that  if 
Moses  shall,  after  the  deaths  of  Judith,  &c.,  depart  this 
life  leaving  issue,  then  there  is  to  be  a  conveyance 
to  the  first  and  other  sons  of  Moses  in  tail,  with  re- 
mainder 
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mainder  to  Naphihali  for  life,  with  remainder  to  his  1889. 
first  and  other  sons  in  tail.  Here  again  it  would  be 
absurd  to  consider  the  gifts  over  to  Naphihali  and  his 
issue,  depended  either  on  the  conUngency  of  Moses  sur- 
viving Judithj  &c.,  or  of  his  leaving  issue  male;  the 
object  was  to  give  it  over  to  them  after  first  providing 
for  those  persons  towhom  previous  gifts  had  been  limited, 
and  it  will  be  found  from  the  authorities  subsequently 
referred  to,  that  in  construing  these  limitations  there  is 
no  contingency  whatever,  and  that  all  the  male  issue 
have  been  provided  for. 

Again :  the  words  "  depart  thb  life  before  NaphthalV* 
must  be  read  as  words  of  limitation,  and  not  of  con- 
tingency, for  nothing  would  be  more  absurd,  than  to 
make  the  estate  of  the  first  and  other  sons  of  Moses 
depend  on  the  uncle  being  alive  or  dead  at  the  time  of 
the  death  of  their  father.  The  reason  of  the  introduc- 
tion of  these  words  was  this,  that  there  was  a  subse- 
quent gift  to  Naphihali  for  life,  which  could  only  take 
efiect  in  the  event  of  his  surviving  Moses. 

In  a  legal  devise,  but  more  especially  in  an  execu- 
tory trust,  it  is  sufficient  to  find  the  order  on  which  the 
devisees  are  to  take:  it  is  quite  immaterial  how  the 
devises  themselves  are  mixed  or  misplaced  in  the  will ; 
and,  bearing  this  in  mind,  it  will  be  found  that  this 
will  contains  a  provision  for  the  issue  of  Moses,  with 
remainder  to  Naphihali  and  his  issue,  in  every  event 
which  can  possibly  happen. 

The  settlement  of  the  moiety  of  Moses  was  not  to 
depend  on  his  surviving  his  brother,  or  on  his  leaving 
issue  male,  but  was  to  take  place  at  all  events,  and  then 
there  would  be  limitations  of  his  moiety  to  his  first  and 

Vol,  IIL  O  other 
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1839.       other  sons  in  tail,  with  reoiainder  to  NaphthaU  for  lifis^ 
with  remainder  to  his  first  and  other  sons  in  tail. 

With  respect  also  to  Naphthalfs  moiety  the  same 
ai^g^mnents  apply :  it  is  merely  reading  the  words  red- 
dendo  singula  singulis. 

In  Murray  v.  Jones  {a)  Lady  Bath  gave  certain  pro* 
perty  <^  in  case  she  should  have  but  one  child  living  at 
the  time  of  her  decease,'*  to  Mrs.  Markham.  She  never 
had  any  child  at  all,  and  it  was  argued,  therefore,  that 
the  gift  could  not  take  effect,  because  the  specified  event 
had  not  happened ;  but .  the  answer  of  Sir  fVUliam 
Grant  was  this;  The  condition  has  been  more  than 
performed ;  she  did  not  mean  that  there  should  be  one 
child  in  order  that  Mrs.  Markkam  should  take,  but  that 
there  should  not  be  more  than  one  child.  So  here,  it  is 
not  necessary  that  there  should  be  children  of  Moses  to 
entitle  NaphthaU  and  his  children  to  take:  but  it  is  suf* 
ficient,  if  there  are  no  children  pf  Moses  to  take,  to  the 
exclusion  of  Naphthali  and  his  children.  Similarly  in 
Alton  V.  Brooks  (6),  there  was  a  gift  over  to  B.  in  case 
A»  should  have  children  living  at  her  decease,  who 
should  all  die  under  twenty-one,  and  it  was  held,  that 
the  gift  over  took  effect,  though  A.  never  had  a  child. 

The  principle  is  thus  stated  in  2  JarmarisPam.  Devise^ 
817,  '^  where  an  estate  in  remainder  is  limited  in  terms 
of  contingency,  on  the  happening  of  certain  events,  and 
the  events  described  are  precisely  those  on  which,  the 
preceding  estates  having  determined,  it  will  fall  into  pos- 
session, it  is  construed  to  be,  not  a  contingent  gift  con- 
ditioned to  take  effect  on  these  events,  but  as  a  devise 

immediately 

(a)  S  Vet.4  B.  513.  {h)  7  Sim.  204. 
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immediately  vested^  tbe  possession  of  which  is  necessarily       1839. 
dependent  on  the  events  in  question.'' 

This  proposition  is  fully  home  out  by  a  long  series  of 
caseS)  as  Webb  v.  Hearing  (a),  Anon.  (6),  Peanall  y. 
Simpson  (c),  Massey  v.  Hudson  (i),  Napper  v.  Sanders  {e), 
stated  in  LethieuUier  v.  Tracg.  [g) 

It  does  not,  however,  follow  that  where  all  the  issue 
will  not  take  under  the  preceding  limitations  an  estate 
tail  is  to  be  implied  upon  a  gift  over,  in  default  of  issue ; 
because  such  issue,  may  be  construed,  that  issue  to  whom 
limitations  have  been  previously  made;  Blackbom  v. 
^g^  (A)»  Morse  v.  Lord  Ormonde  (f),  Etticombe  v«  Gom^ 
pertz,  (k) 

On  the  fourth  point :  even  if  the  gift  to  the  issue  of 
Naphthali  be  held  to  depend  on  NapktkaU  surviving 
MoseSj  or  Moses  Naphthali^  it  is  clear,  that  as  to  one 
moiety  of  the  estate,  there  is  no  contingency;  for  either 
IfapJUhali  xnxksX,  survive  MaseSj  or  Moses  Napkihalu 
One  of  these  events  must  necessarily  take  place ;  and 
in  either  case,  there  is  a  limitation  to  the  issue  of 
Naphihedi.  As  to  a  moiety,  therefore,  there  is  no  neces- 
sity whatever  for  implying  an  estate  tail  in  the  parenL 

As  to  the  fifth  point.  Assuming  that  an  estate  tail 
must  be  implied,  it  is  to  be  implied  not  in  favour  of 
the  parents,  so  as  to  enable  them  by  a  recovery  to  defeat 
all  the  subsequent  gifts,  but  in  favour  of  the  children 
6f  Moses  and  Naphthali.    The  ultimate  gift  over  being 

in 

(a)  Cro.  Joe. 415.  (g)  ZAtk.UX. 

\h)  S  renir,363.  (A^  1  P.  Wms.600, 

(c)  lSFei.29.  (0  5 Mad. 99.;  I  Rust.58S. 

(</)  8  Mer^  150.  (it)  S  Myl^  ^  Cr.  127. 
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1839.  in  case  Moses  and  Naphthali  shall  die  without  leaving 
issue  male,  or  such  issue  male  {meaning  Jint  and  other 
sons)^  shall  die  mthoui  leaving  any  issue  male;  Doe 
dem.  Barnard  ▼•  Season  (a).  Southing  v.  Slonehause  (6), 
Lewis  V.  Waters  (c),  Smith  v.  Horlock.  (d)  There  is  this 
di£5culty  also  in  implying  estates  tail  in  the  two  parents, 
if  there  were  but  one  that  would  be  easily  efiected,  but  it 
is  far  different  where  there  are  two  or  more.  How  are 
they  to  take  ?  Are  they  to  take  as  tenants  in  common  in 
tail,  or  joint  tenants,  or  in  succession,  or  with  cross  re- 
mainders ?  The  difficulty  had  great  weight  with  C.  J. 
Vaughan  in  Gardner  v.  Sheldon,  (e) 

Lastly,  this  is  an  executory  trust  to  be  carried  into 
effect  by  a  conveyance  from  the  trustees ;  in  such  case 
the  Court  will  mould  the  most  inflexible  expressions,  as 
^*  heir,"  '<  heirs  of  the  body,''  &c«,  so  as  to  effectuate 
the  full  intention  of  the  testator;  and  will  take  care, 
by  giving  an  estate  for  life  only  to  the  parents,  to  pre- 
serve the  property  for  their  issue.  PapiUon  v.  Voice  (^), 
Leonard  v.  Earl  of  Sussex  (A),  Jnvoise  v.  Duke  of 
Northumberland  (t )  • 

•    Mr.  Tinney  and  Mr.  Stuart^  for  Defendants  in  the 
same  interest  with  the  Plaintiff. 

Mr.  Kindersleyi  Mr.  Bethellj  Mr.  Beny,  and  Mr. 
HedgCf  for  the  other  Defendants  contrh. 

Naphthali  took  by  implication  an  estate  tail  in  the 
whole  real  estate,  and  he  destroyed  the  remainders  by 
suffering  the  recoveries;  he  took  also  an  absolute  interest 

in 
(a)  3  WUs.^ii.  (e)  raughan,2S9. 

\b)  S  Vei.  sen.  610.  (g)  S  P.  fKm«.470. 

(c)  6  Eoit^  556.  (A)  S  Vem.  527. 

id)  7  Taunt.  129.  (t)  1  Jac.  i  W.  559. 
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in  the  personalty.  Firsts  from  the  frame  of  the  record^ 
it  is  incompetent  for  the  Plaintiff  now  to  insist  that  all 
the  limitations  after  the  several  life  estates  to  the  daugh- 
ters, sisters,  and  the  children,  are  contingent;  for  by  the 
bill  they  are  treated  as  vested,  and  the  Plaintiff  thereby 
claims  Ofie  half  as  one  of  the  coheirs  at  the  time  of  the 
failure  of  the  prior  limitations,  and  not  one  fourth,  which 
he  would  have  been  entitled  to  as  representing  one  of 
the  coheirs  at  the  testator^s  death,  or  if  claiming  upon 
failure  of  the  prior  limitations,  and  not  under  the  will. 
The  Plaintiff  has  done  so,  for  this  obvious  reason,  viz., 
because  the  adverse  possession  of  Naphthali  for  twenty- 
five  years,  would,  as  to  one  moiety,  have  been  a  com- 
plete answer  to  any  claim  he  might  make,  otherwke  than 
under  the  ultimate  limitation  in  the  will. 

On  the  second  point  The  general  rule  seems  free 
from  all  doubt :  that  as  the  ultimate  gift  over  is  in  de&ult 
of  issue  male  oi  Moses  and  Naphthali^  they  will  take  an 
estate  tail,  if  it  can  be  shewn  that  such  issue  male  are 
not  provided  for  by  the  previous  limitations ;  Langley  v. 
Baldwin  (a),  Attorney-General  v.  Sutton  (6),  AUanson  v. 
Clithenm{c\  Stanley  v.  Lennard(d\  Parr  y.  Stoin' 
dells,  {e)  We  contend  that  such  is  the  case,  and  that 
the  previous  limitations  to  the  issue  male  being  limited 
to  them  in  certain  contingent  events  only,  which  may 
not  occur,  it  is  necessary  to  give  by  implicfition  an 
estate  tail  to  their  parents.  There  are  three  events  con- 
templated by  the  testator,  in  which  a  totally  distinct 
disposition  is  made  by  him  of  his  property,  and  however 
absurd  they  may  seem,  yet  if  clearly  expressed,  they 
must  determine  the  rights  of  the  parties. 

First, 

(a)  1  Eq.  Ca.  Abr.  185.  (d)  1  Eden^BI.;  and  Ambler^ 

\h)  5  Bro.  P.  a  75.  ZSS, 

(c)  1  r«ff.  sen.  94.  (e)  4i{t»f.383. 
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1899.  First,  if  Moses  or  NafUhali  should  die  witbont  issne 

male,  then  to  pay  the  whole  rents  to  the  sunrivor  of 
them,  but  in  that  case  there  is  no  limitation  to  the  issuer 
if  any,  of  the  survivor. 

Secondly,  if  Moses  should  die  before  Naphihalif  lasmng 
issue  malef  then  and  then  only  a  conveyance  is  to  be 
made  to  the  sons  of  Moses  in  tail,  with  remainder  to 
Naphthdi  for  life,  with  remainder  to  his  first  and  other 
sons  in  tail,  with  remainder  both  as  to  the  real  and  per- 
sonal estate  to  the  testator's  right  heirSf  and  similarly  in 
the  other  alternative,  if  Naphthali  dould  die  before 
Moses  f  leaving  isstse  male. 

Thirdly,  in  case  both  Moses  and  NqpkthaU  should  die 
without  issue  male,  then  there  is  to  be  a  conveyance  not 
to  the  testator's  right  heirs  as  before  directed,  but  a  con- 
veyance of  the  realty  to  such  person  as  at  the  death  qfihe 
sofvivor  of  Moses  and  Naphthali j  should  be  the  testator's 
right  heir,  and  the  personalty  to  his  next  of  kin.  So  that, 
in  these  particular  events,  the  ultimate  limitadon  is  alto- 
gether dtfierent.  It  is,  therefore,  clear  that  the  property 
was  not,  in  every  event,  to  go  according  to  the  scheme 
proposed  by  the  Plaintifls,  and  that  in  the  several  contin- 
gent events  before  stated,  the  destination  of  the  property 
was  to  be  different  We  contend,  therefore^  that  the  ex- 
pressions *^  if  Moses  shall  die  before  Naphthali^  leaving 
issue  male^^  are  to  be  construed  as  contingent,  and  that 
the  case  does  not  come  within  the  class  of  authorities 
cited  on  the  other  side,  commencing  with  Borastoris 
Case,  {a)  The  principle  is  this :  where  a  remainder  is 
limited  in  words  which  seem  to  import  a  contingency,  bat 
on  events  precisely  those  on  which  the  preceding  estates 
will  determine,  then  such  words  do  not  amount  to  a 

condition 
(a)  3  Rep.  19. 
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oonditjon  precedent,  but  only  denote  the  time  when  the  1889« 
remainder  is  to  vest  in  possession.  The  words  are  con- 
sidered mere  surplusage^  as  they  do  nothing  more  than 
would  be  implied  without  them;  as  to  ^  for  life,  with 
remainder  to  B»  in  tail,  if  he  survive  A^  B.*3  estate 
would  not  be  contingent  on  his  surviving  A» ;  but  the 
case  is  far  different  where  the  contingency  stated  does 
not  correspond  with  the  determination  of  die  previous 
estates,  as  to  A.  for  life,  with  remainder  to  B.  in  tail,  if 
he  survive  A.  and  C.  This  case  then  comes  within  the 
third  class  stated  in  JamuaCs  Paw.  Deo.  (a),  who  very  ac- 
curately states  the  effect  of  the  several  cases  which  have 
beei  cited  on  behalf  of  the  Plaintiff:  he  says,  ^  The  se- 
veral preceding  classes  of  cases  clearly  demonstrate  that 
the  courts  will  not  construe  a  remainder  to  be  contin- 
gent merely  from  the  inaccurate  and  inartificial  use  of 
expressions '  importing  contingency,  if  the  substance  and 
effect  of  the  limitations  afford  ground  for  concluding 
that  they  were  not  used  with  a  view  to  suspend  the 
vesting.  They  may  be  considered,  however,  as  excep- 
tions to  the  general  rule ;  and  agreeably  to  the  maxim 
exceptio  probat  regidam^  they  confirm  rather  than  oppose 
the  doctrine,  that  devises  limited  in  clear  and  express 
terms  of  contingency  do  not  take  effect,  unless  the  events 
upon  which  they  are  made  dependent  happen,  which  cases 
we  now  proceed  to  consider."  The  author  then  proceeds 
to  another  class  of  cases,  and  to  which  the  present  be- 
longs, in  which  estates  limited  in  clear  terms  of  contin- 
gency have  been  so  construed,  notwithstanding  the  absurd 
consequences.  He  says  of  this  class :  *^  The  first  ob- 
servation suggested  by  this  class  of  cases  is,  that  an 
estate  will  be  construed  to  be  contingent,  if  clearly  so 
expressed,  however  absurd   and  inconvenient  such  a 

(a)  S  Vol.  S84. 
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18S9.  construction  may  be,  and  however  inconsistent  with 
what  it  may  be  coryectured  was  the  testator's  actual  in- 
tention." This  statement  is  fully  borne  out  by  the 
cases  cited;  thus  in  Denn  dan.  Badcbfffe  v.  BagjAaxa  (a) 
was  a  devise  to  M.  for  life,  and  after  her  decease  to  the 
first  son  of  her  body,  if  living  at  the  time  of  her  deaths 
and  it  was  held  that  the  estate  of  the  son  who  died 
before  the  mother  never  arose;  Holmes  "v.  CradockiJ))^ 
Shuldhan  y.  Smith,  (c) 

The  words  <<  if  Moses  shall  die  leavmg  issue  male " 
roust,  therefore,  necessarily  be  construed  as  contingent 
The  consequence  is,  that  Moses  having  died  with- 
out leaving  issue  male,  the  contingency  never  took 
effect ;  and  in  that  event,  therefore,  there  was  no  limit- 
ation of  his  share  to  the  children  of  Naphthali.  As  to 
Naphthairs  share,  he  did  not  die  in  the  lifetime  of 
MoseSf  and  therefore  as  to  his  share  the  limitation  to  his 
children  failed.  In  the  events,  therefore,  which  hap- 
pened, no  child  of  Naphthaliy  if  he  had  happened  to 
have  had  one,  could  have  taken  under  the  limitations. 
Further  than  this,  if  either  Moses  or  Naphihali  had  left 
children,  it  is  plain  they  could  only  take  one  moiety, 
and  that  only  in  the  event  of  their  father  surviving  their 
uncle;  and  if  both  left  issue  male,  the  issue  male  of  the 
survivor  would  take  nothing  in  their  parent's  moiety. 
Thus,  then,  it  appears,  that  in  many  events,  the  chil- 
dren of  Moses  and  Naphthali  would  have  been  totally  un- 
provided for  under  the  will  as  to  the  whole  or  a  moiety 
of  the  property.  This  case  then  becomes  the  ordinary 
one  of  implying  an  estate  tail  in  the  parents,  in  order  to 
effectuate  the  general  intention  of  the  testator,  and  to 
let  in  the  whole  issue  male. 

Fourthly, 

(a)  6  Term  R.  512.  (c)  6  Dow.  S8. 

(A)  5Ve$.3\1. 
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Fourthly,  the  implied  estate  tail  must  be  given  to  the  18S9. 
parents,  and  not  to  the  children.  Stanley  y.  Lennard{a) 
is  in  point,  which  was  a  devise  to  A.  for  life,  with  re- 
mainder to  the  eldest  son  of  A,  and  the  issue  male  of 
such  eldest  son,  and  for  want  of  issue  of  A.  to  B^  it 
was  argued  that  all  the  sons  of  A.  should  take  an  estate 
tail,  but  Lord  Northington  held  that  A.  took  an  estate  tail. 
LewU  V.  Watersj  and  the  other  authorities  cited  on  this 
point,  were  not  cases  of  implication,  and  do  not  apply. 

Fifthly,  we  contend  that  this  is  not  a  case  of  execu- 
tory trust,  for  although  in  particular  events,  which  have 
not  happened,  the  testator  has  directed  a  conveyance  to 
be  made,  yet  on  all  the  clauses  on  which  any  con- 
troversy arises,  the  testator  has  executed  the  trust  him- 
self. The  gifts  to  his  daughters,  his  sisters,  and  to  Moses 
and  Naphthalif  consist  of  a  direction  to  pay,  and  are 
trusts  executed,  and  the  limitation  of  which  must  re- 
ceive the  same  construction  as  limitations  of  the  legal 
estate.  Even  if  they  were  executory,  the  Court  would 
not  change  the  estates  expressly  directed  to  be  given  to 
the  several  parties  2  Pom.  Devise  447.,  or  insert  estates 
to  parties  which  are  not  warranted  by  the  expressions  in 
the  will. 

If  any  error  has  arisen  in  the  statement  of  the  case  to 
the  Common  Pleas,  which  we  deny,  the  &ult  rests  with 
the  Plaintiff  who  prepared  it.  We  submit  that  the  cer- 
tificate of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  is  satisfactory, 
and  ought  to  t>e  confirmed. 

Mr.  Pemberton^  in  reply. 

Tlie  Master  of  the  Rolls  postponed  giving  his  judg^ 
ment 


The 
(a)  1  Eden^  87. 
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The  Ma8teb  ^tke  Rolls. 

This  is  a  bill  filed  by  Jacob  Henry  Franks^  who  is 
one  of  the  co-heirs  of  Moses  Hart  deceased,  claiming  to 
be  entitled  to  a  share  of  the  real  estates  of  the  same 
Moses  Hartj  and  for  consequential  relief. 

The  Defendants  claim  as  purchasers  from  Naphthali 
Hari,  who  Was  a  devisee  named  in  the  will  of  Moses 
Hare.  If  Naphthali  Hart  took  under  the  will  an  estate 
for  life  only,  the  Plaintiff  is  now  entitled  as  one  of  the 
heirs  of  Moses;  but  if  Naphthali  took  an  estate  tail 
under  the  will  he  barred  it,  and  the  Plaintiff  has  no 
title. 

The  necessary  parties  to  the  consideration  of*  the 
question  having  been  ascertained  by  the  Master's  re- 
port, the  cause  came  on  to  be  heard  on  the  2d  day  of 
March  1837,  and  it  was  ordered  that  a  case  be  made 
for  the  opinion  of  the  Judges  of  the  Court  of  Common 
Pleas  on  the  will  of  the  said  Moses  Hart,  and  that  the 
questions  be—* 

1.  Whether  Naphthali  Hart  took  any,  and  what  estate 
under  the  will  of  Moses  Hart,  dated  the  £d  of  April 
1756,  in  the  real  estate  of  the  said  testator  at  Topsfield* 

2.  Whether  the  heirs  at  law  of  the  testator  living  at 
the  death  of  Naphthali  Hart  took  any,  and  what  estate 
under  the  said  will  in  the  said  real  estate  at  Topsfield. 

S.  Whether  the  heir  at  law  of  the  testator  living  at 
the  time  of  his  death  took  any,  and  what  estate  under 
his  said  will  in  the  said  real  estate  at  Topsfield* 


On  the  1st  question,  the  judges  on  the  4th  of  Jviy 
1888  stated  their  opinion  to  be,  thaf  pp  the  death  of 

Moses 
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Moses  Hart  without  issue,  Naphi&ali  Hart  became  and  1840. 
was  seized  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  testator's  will  of  a 
vested  estate  in  tail  in  remainder  -(expectant  on  the  de- 
termination of  the  estates  limited  to  Judith  Levy  and 
Bachael  Adolphus  and  her  children,  and  the  testator's 
three  sisters)  in  all  Ae  messuages,  lands,  and  heredita- 
ments at  Top^ld. 

And  such  being  their  opinion  upon  tlie  first  question^ 
-  they  were  not  requested  to  give  any  answer  to  the 
second  and  third  questions* 

It  is  now  contended  before  me  that  this  opinion  is 
erroneous,  and  I  am  desired  either -to  decide  in  opposi- 
tion to  it,  or  to  send  the  question  to  the  same  or  some 
other  Court  for  reconsideraticm. 

The  will  of  Moses  Hart^  on  the  construction  of  which 
the  question  depends,  is  dated  the  2d  of  April  1756. 
The  testator  died  in  the  course  of  the  same  year,  and 
he  had  three  sisters,  viz.,  Judith  Harty  Jacobed  Hart^ 
and  Margolus  Simons^  and  two  sons  of  his  brother 
in  law,  Solomon  Hartj  viz.,  Moses  Hart  and  Naphihali 
Hart* 

He  intended  to  give  interests  in  his  estate  to  his 
daughters,  Mrs.  Leoy  and  Mrs.  Adolphus^  to  the  issue  or 
childi'en  of  his  daughter  Mrs.  Adalphusj  to  his  three 
sisters,  and  to  his  nephews  of  the  half  blood  Moses  and 
Nafkthali  Hart.  Mrs.  Adolphus  died  without  issue  in  the 
year  1775,  leaving  Mrs.  Levif  surviving  her;  and  Mrs. 
Leoy  was  entitled  during  her  life  or  widowhood  to  the 
income  of  the  testator's  estate.  The  three  sisters  died 
in  the  lifetime  of  Mrs.Zki^.  Moses  had  a  son  who 
died  before  his  father,  and  Moses  Inmself  died  in  the 
U&time  of  Mrs.  Levy* 

Mrs, 
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Mrs*  Ldxy  died  in  1808,  and  upon  her  deathi  Naph- 
thaU  Hart  took  possession  of  the  estate,  and  the  ques- 
tion is,  what  was  the  estate  to  which  he  was  entitled 
under  the  will. 

The  testator  after  bequeathing  certain  annuities  and 
specific  legacies,  proceeds  to  state  the  property  to  which 
he  was  entitled,  and  he  gives  the  same  to  trustees  and 
directs  them  to  sell  various  parts  thereof,  and  place  out 
the  money  arbing  fix>m  the  sale  thereof  on  government ' 
securities,  and  out  of  the  yearly  income  or  produce 
thereof,  and  of  his  real  and  personal  estate,  to  pay  the 
annuities  and  legacies  which  he  had  before  given;  and 
after  payment  thereof  he  directed  the  trustees  to  pay 
the  surplus  income  and  produce  of  his  estate  in  manner 
therein  mentioned  to  his  daughters,  Judith  and  Bachael^ 
and  to  the  children  of  his  daughter  Bachael^  and  after 
the  decease  of  both  his  daughters,  and  the  issue  of 
Rachaely  to  his  sisters  Margolusj  Judith,  and  Jacobed, 
and  the  survivors  or  survivor  of  them  for  life.  It  thus 
appears  that  Moses  and  Naphthali  were  not  to  take  any 
thing  during  the  lives  of  the  daughters  Judith  and 
RachaeU  or  the  life  of  any  child  of  Bachaelf  or  the  life 
of  any  of  the  three  sisters,  Margolus,  Judith,  and  JacO' 
led.  The  testator  then  proceeds  to  direct  his  trustees 
to  hold  his  estate  on  trust,  '<  from  and  after  the  decease 
of  my  said  daughters,  and  of  the  issue  of  my  daughter 
Sachael,  and  the  decease  of  my  said  three  sisters,  that 
my  said  trustees  shall  pay  the  yearly  income  and  pro- 
duce of  my  said  real  and  personal  estates  unto  Moses 
Hart  and  Naphthali  Hart,  the  sons  of  my  brother  in 
law  Solomon  Hart,  for  and  during  the  term  of  their  re- 
spective natural  lives,  share  and  share  alike :  and  in  case 
either  of  them  the  said  Moses  Hart  and  Naphthali  Hart, 
shall,  after  the  deaths  of  the  said  Judith  and  Bachael, 
and  of  the  children  of  the  said  Bachael,  if  any  she  shall 

leave. 
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leave,  and  the  decease  of  my  said  three  sbters,  depart  1840. 
this  life  without  leaving  issue  male  of  his  body  lawfully 
begotten,  then  in  trust  to  pay  the  whole  yearly  income 
and  produce  of  my  said  real  and  personal  estate  unto 
the  survivor  of  them,  for  and  during  the  term  of  his 
natural  life :  and  I  do  hereby  further  direct  and  ap« 
point  that  if  the  said  Moses  Hart  shall,  after  the  deaths 
of  the  said  Judith  and  Bachael^  and  the  children  of  the 
said  Eachael,  if  any  she  shall  have,  and  the  decease  of 
my  said  three  sisters,  depart  this  life  before  the  said 
Naphthali  Hart,  leaving  issue  male  of  his  body,  that 
then  and  in  such  case  my  said  trustees,  4*^.,  shall  con- 
vey one  moiety  of  my  said  real  estates  at  Tapffieldy 
and  also  convey,  one  moiety  of  all  such  other  parts  of 
my  freehold  and  copyhold  estates  as  shall  then  be 
remaining  unsold,  to  trustees,  to  the  use  and  behalf  of 
the  first  and  every  other  son  and  sons  of  the  said  Moses 
Hartj  severally  and  successively  in  tail  male,  and  in  de- 
fault of  such  issue  remainder  to  the  said  Naphthali 
Hart  for  the  term  of  his  natural  life,  with  remainder  to 
his  first  and  other  sons  severally  and  successively  in 
tail  male,  and  in  default  of  such  issue  to  my  right  heirs ; 
and  in  case  of  such  death  in  manner  aforesaid  of  the 
said  Moses  Hartj  before  the  said  Naphthali  Hart  and 
his  the  said  Moses  Harfs  leaving  issue  male;  I  do 
hereby  direct  and  appoint  that  my  said  trustees,  &c., 
shall  and  do  lay  out  one  moiety  of  my  personal  estate 
and  efiects,  and  of  such  money  as  shall  have  arisen  by 
sale  of  my  freehold  and  copyhold  estates,  directed  as 
aforesaid  to  be  sold  (in  case  they  should  then  have 
been  sold),  in  the  purchase  of  lands  of  inheritance,  and 
convey  the  same  to  trustees  to  the  like  uses  as  I  have 
hereinbefore  directed  one  moiety  of  my  said  real  estate 
at  Topsfield  to  be  conveyed  and  setded,  on  the  issue 
of  the  said  Moses  Hart  on  the  contingency  aforesaid ; 

and 
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1840«       and  I  do  hereby  furtlier  direct  and  appoint,  that  if  the 
''^^^^^     »id  Nap/Ukali  shall,  after  the  deaths  of  Judith  and 
V.  Eachaelj  and  the  children  of  BackaeU  if  any  she  shall 

^^^^^  have,  and  the  decease  of  my  said  three  sisters,  depart 
this  life  before  the  said  Moses  Hart  leaving  issue  male 
of  his  said  body  lawfully  begotten ;  that  then  and  in 
such  case  my  said  trustees,  &c.,  shall  convey  one  moiety 
of  my  said  real  estate  at  Topsfiddj  and  also  convey, 
one  other  moiety  of  all  such  other  parts  of  my  freehold 
tod  copyhold  estates  as  shall  be  then  remaining  un* 
sold,  to  trustees  to  the  use  and  behoof  of  the  first  and 
avery  other  son  and  sons  of  the  said  NajAthali  Hartj 
severally  and  successively  in  tail  male,  and  in  default  of 
such  issue,  remainder  to  the  said  Moses  Hart  for  the 
term  of  his  natural  life,  with  remainder  to  his  first  and 
other  sons  severally  and  successively  in  tail  male^  and 
in  default  of  such  issue  to  my  right  heirs :  and  in  case 
of  such  death  in  manner  aforesaid  of  the  said  Naph^ 
thali  before  the  said  Moses  Hart,  and  his  the  said 
Naphthali  Harfs  leaving  issue  male ;  I  do  hereby  di- 
rect and  appoint  that  my  said  trustees,  &c.,  shall  and 
do  lay  out  one  moiety  of  my  personal  estate  and  effects, 
and  of  such  monies  as  shall  have  arisen  by  sale  of  my 
freehold  and  copyhold  estates,  directed  as  aforesaid  to 
be  sold,  in  case  they  should  have  been  then  sold,  in  the 
purchase  of  lands  of  inheritance,  and  convey  the  same 
to  trustees  to  the  like  uses  as  I  have  hereinbefore  di* 
rected;  one  moiety  of  my  said  real  estates  at  Tqpsjkld 
be  conveyed  and  setded  on  the  issue  of  the  said  Naph^ 
thali  Hart  on  the  contingency  aforesaid:  and  in  case 
the  said  Mos^  Hart  and  Naphthali  Hart  shall  both  die 
without  leaving  any  issue  male,  or  such  issue  male  shall 
die  without  leaving  issue  male,  that  then  and  in  such 
case  my  said  trustees,  &c«  shall  convey  my  said  real 
estate  at   Tcpifieldf  and  all  other  my  freehold  and 

copyhold 
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copyhold  estates  which  shall  then  remain  unsold)^  unto 
such  person  or  persons  as  shall  at  the  death  of  the  sur- 
viTor  of  them  the  sud  Moses  and  Naphthali^  be  my  right 
heir  or  right  heirs,  and  shall  in  that  case  transfer,  pay, 
and  dispose  of  all  my  personal  estate  to  and  amongst 
sudi  persons^  and  in  such  shares  and  proportions  as 
they  would  by  virtue  of  the  statute  of  distribution  of 
intestates'  estates  be  xespectively  entitled  unto  in  case 
I  had  died  intestate. 


207 


1840. 


The  directions  of  this  will,  if  applied  to  the  events 
relating  to  Moses  and  Naphthali  which  happened,  are, 
that  the  trustees  should  pay  the  surplus  income  to  Mous 
and  Naphthali^  share  and  share  alike,  during  their  joint 
lives,  and  upon  the  death  of  Moses  without  leaving  male 
issue  in  the  lifetime  of  NapkthaUj  to  pay  the  whole  sur- 
plus income  to  Naphthali  for  life^  and  upon  the  death 
of  both  Moses  and  Naphthali  without  leaving  issue  male, 
that  the  trustees  should  convey  the  real  estate  to  the 
testator's  right  heirs,  and  transfer  and  pay  the  personal 
estate  to  his  next  of  kin. 

As  the  heir  at  law  and  next  of  kin  were  not  to  take 
unless  both  Moses  and  Naphthali  should  die  without 
leaving  male  issue,  the  testator  must  have  intended  such 
issue,  if  any  such  there  had  been,  to  take,  and  unless 
there  are  other  parts  of  the  will  by  which  estates  are 
given  directly  to  such  male  issue,  the  rules  of  law  will 
upon  this  construction  of  the  will  give  to  the  parents 
such  estates  as  might  enable  the  issue  to  take  the  in- 
terests intended  for  them. 


It  was  argued  in  this  case,  that  in  the  clauses  of  the 
will  which  precede  the  gift  over,  by  which  if  at  all  the 
gift  by  implication  -is  to  be  sustained,  estates  were  di- 
rectly 
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1840.  reedy  given  to  the  issues  of  Moses  and  Naphthali  in 
such  a  manner  as  to  exhaust  the  whole,  and  by  that 
means  to  prevent  the  gift  by  implication* 

In  considering  those  clauses^  it  has  appeared  to  me 
that  the  words  *'  after  the  death  of  the  said  Judith  and 
Bachael,  and  of  the  children  of  Bachaelj  and  the  decease 
of  my  said  three  sisters,"  which  so  frequently  occur,  do 
not  import  contingency,  but  are  merely  words  of  refer- 
ence, shewing  that  the  gifts  then  in  course  of  expression 
were  subject  to  the  prior  gifts,  and  not  to  have  effect  in 
possession  till  those  prior  gifts  were  satisfied  or  become 
inoperative ;  but  there  are  other  words  in  some  of  the 
same  clauses  which  do  seem  to  me  to  import  contingency. 
There  are  four  events  or  states  of  thmgs  which  the  tes- 
tator seems  to  have  distinctly  contemplated  with  respect 
to  Moses  and  Napkthalu 

1.  Their  joint  lives;  in  this  case  they  were  to  enjoy 
the  surplus  income  share  and  share  alike  during  the 
continuance  of  their  lives. 

2.  The  death  of  either  of  them  without  leaving  any 
issue  male,  leaving  the  other  surviving  in  this  case, 
(which  happened,)  the  survivor  was  to  receive  the  whole 
surplus  income  for  his  life. 

3.  The  death  of  either,  in  the  lifetime  of  the  other 
leaving  issue  male.  This  case  is  provided  for  by  clauses 
distinctly  applicable  to  Moses  and  Naphthali  respec- 
tively, but  the  effect  in  terms  applicable. to  either  was 
that  the  trustees  of  the  will  were  directed  to  convey 
and  transfer  one  moiety  of  the  real  and  personal  estate 
to  trustees  for  the  issue  of  the  nephew  who  died  first, 
as  to  the  real  estate  in  tail  male  with  remainder  to  the 
surviving  nephew  for  life ;  with  remainder  to  the  bsue 

male 
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male  of  the  survmbg  nephew;  with  remainder  to  the       184a 

testator's  right  heirs.     Neither  of  the  two  clauses  which 

thus  provide  for  a  moiety  of  the  estate  being  settled  on 

the  issue  male  of  the  nephew  dymg  first,  makes  any 

provision  for  themdiety  which  by  the  former  clauses 

was  given  to  the  other  nephew  tor  life;  and  then  comes 

the  last  case. 

4.  Both  nephews  dying  without  leaving  issue  male, 
or  such  issue  male  dying  without  leaving  issue  male. 
In  this  case  there  is  a  gift  over  to  the  heir  and  next  of 
km  of  the  testator. 

The  testator  having  thus  distinctly  contemplated  the 
event  which  happened,  and  having  thereupon  given  the 
estate  to  his  heir  and  next  of  kin,  the  gift  ought  tONtake 
effect,  if  consistent  with  the  rules  of  law,  and  the  inten- 
tion appearing  on  the  whole  will,  it  can  do  so. 

If  the  words  which  the  testator  used  with  refereuoe 
to  the  event  o(  Moses  dying  before  Naphihali  leaving 
issue  male,  and  to  the  event  of  Naphthali  dying  before . 
Moses  leaving  issue  male,  could  be  construed  as  merely 
referentiltl,  and  not  confined  to  the  particular  event 
provided  for,  it  would  follow  that  all  the  issue  of  both 
Moses  and  Naphthali  were  in  every  event  provided  for 
in  the  clauses  which  precede  the  gift  over,  and  no 
estate  tail  would  be  implied  from  words  in  which  the 
fph  over  is  expressed;  but  it  appears  to  me  from  the 
words  usedy  and  even  from  the  care  taken  to  repeat  the 
words  as  applied  to  the  case  of  Moses  and  Naphthali 
respectively,  that  the  words  must  have  their  natural 
meanmg,  and  be  taken  to  provide  only  for  the  precise 
cases  which  are  expressly  described,  and  it  seems  as  if 
the  testator  intending  to  provide,  that  in  all  events,  the 
gift  over  should  not  take  effect  if  there  were  any  issue 

Vol.  III.  P  male 
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1840.  male  of  either  Moses  or  NtgMiaU^  and  doubting 
whether  he  had  contemplated  or  provided  for  all  the 
events  which  might  happen,  expressed  the  gift  over  in 
such  a  way  as  to  comprise  any  issue  male  of  Moses  and 
Naphifudi  which  might  have  been  omitted.  I  think, 
therefore,  that  the  words  operate  to  create  an  estate  tail 
by  implication. 

It  is  said,  that  even  if  this  should  be  so  as  to  one 
moie^,  it  is  not  so  as  to  the  other:  but  it  appears 
to  me,  that  as  to  this  purpose  no  sufficient  distinction 
can  be  made  between  the  two.  Naphthali  as  survivor 
was  by  direct  gift  tenant  for  life  of  the  whole,  and  the 
gift  over  applies  to  the  whole,  and  I  think  that  the  im- 
plication^which  arises  as  to  a  moiety  must  be  held  to 
arise  as  to  the  whole. 

It  is  then  said,  that  if  any  estate  tail  is  to  be  implied 
it  should  not  be  in  favour  of  Moses  and  Naphthali  or 
either  of  them,  but  in  favour  of  their  issue  male.  In 
the  consideration  of  the  ^ft  over,  with  a  view  to  this 
question,  it  is  to  be  observed,  that  although  the  testator 
has  on  different  occasions  throughout  his  will  used  the 
words  issue  and  children  synonymously,  yet  that,  except 
in  the  particular  cases  specified,  there  is  no  direct  gift 
either  to  children  or  issue,  and  consequendy,  that  the 
issue  of  children  must  take  through  children,  and 
that  the  children,  if  at  all,  take  through  their  parents 
by  an  implied  gift  to  them.  The  case  differs  materially 
from  those  which  were  cited.  In  Lewis  v.  Waters  {a) 
there  was  an  expressed  gift  to  the  first  and  other  sons 
and  their  heirs,  and  the  words  '*  such  issue  ^  were  con* 
strued  to  refer  to  the  heirs  of  the  sons.  In  the  case  of 
Ginger  v.  White  {b)  there  were  express  gifts  to  all  the 

male 
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male  children  successively,  and  to  their  heirs,  and  then  -1840. 
to  the  female  children  and  their  heirs ;  and  the  words 
**  such  issue"  were  construed  to  refer  not  to  the  issue 
of  the  parent  generally,  but'  to  sucb  issue  as  he  had 
,  mentioned  before.  In  the  present  case  the  sons  or 
issue  of  Moses  and  Naphthali  do  not  appear  to  have 
given  to  them  any  estate  capable  of  being  affiscted  by 
implication  arisbg  upon  the  construction  of  the  ^ft 
over. 

It  is  lastly  said,  that  although  this  may  be  an  estate 
tail  in  Naphthali  if  the  will  is  Conceived  to  contain  only 
legal  or  equitable  limitations;  yet  that  upon  the  true 
construction  of  the  will,  the  trusts  are  executory,  and 
ought  to  be  carried  into  effect  by  this  Court  accord- 
ing to  the  manifest  intention,  which  was,  to  give  the 
estates  to  the  heir,  in  default  of  issue  male  of  Moses  and 
Naphthali. 

That  some  of  the  trusts  were  executory  is  plain; 
whether  Moses  or  Naphthali  died  first,  leaving  issue 
male^  there  was  to  be  a  conveyance  of  a  moiety  to  the 
trustees ;  but  as  to  the  other  trusts,  it  does  not  appear 
that  any  discretion  was  given,  or  that  any  act  was 
required  to  give  the  cestuis  que  trust  the  beneficial 
interest  intended.  Acts  were  required  to  be  done,  to 
place  the  property  in  the  condition  in  which  the  tes« 
tator  intended  it  to  be  enjoyed,  but  the  trusts  and  limit- 
ations upon  which  the  questions  in  this  cause  arise 
seem  to  be  expressly  declared ;  and  it  does  not  appear 
to  me  that  this  Court  hast  any  authority  to  interfere 
with  their  legal  effect. 

On  the  whole,  therefore,  I  concur  with  the  opinion 
of  the  judges  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas ;  and  it 

does 
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1840.       does  not  appear  to  me  that  I  oaght  to  send  the  ease  to 
the  same^  or  any  other  Court,  for  fiirthcflr  consideration. 


Mr.  PemberUm  called  the  attention  of  the  Court  to 
the  fret,  that  the  bill  applied  both  to  fineehold  and  lease^ 
hold  estatCf  and  that  a  difierent  construction  might 
possibly  prevail  as  to  die  latter :  but 

The  Master  qf  the  Rolls  said,  that  the  will  gave 
an  estate  tail  in  the  freeholds,  and  consequently  an 
absolute  mterest  in  the  leaseholds. 
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TOWNLEY  V.  DEARE.  i839. 

Aug,  2. 

JETER  RAINER  died  in  1837,  seized  in  fee  of  Two  panics 
some  chambers  in  the  Albany^  \ehtch  had  been  ^tate\nder^ 

let  by  him  to  the  Plaintiff.     He  left  two  wills,  dated  different  wills 
,     -      .  ,  11.1  t'^c  validitv  of 

respectively  m  1836  and  1837,  and  which  were  con-  which  were  in 

tested  in  the  Ecclesiastical  Court     The  Defendants  controversy. 

An  action 
Deare  and  Mayhem  claimed  under  the  former,  and  the  being  brought 

Defendants  Ehxyn  and  wife  under  the  latter.    In  Sep-  l^^l^^ 

tember  1837  the  Ecclesiastical  Court  decided  in  favour  one  of  the 

of  the  latter,  but  an  appeal  from  this   decision  was  filed  his  bill  of 

pending  in  the  Privy  Council.  interplwder 

'  *^  "^  against  both 

claimants, 

m.Elwyn  gave  notice  to  the  Plaintiff  not  to  pay  his  JlJl'Sj^.Son 

rent  to  Deare  and  Mayhenoi  the  latter,  in  consequence  on  bringing 

c  his  rent  into 
^^  Court.  Some 
delay  having  occurred  in  getting  in  the  answer  of  one  of  the  Defendants,  the  other, 
who  had  filed  his  answer,  moved  to  dissolve  the  injunction,  and  have  the  rent  paid 
out  to  him.  The  answer  of  the  other  Defendant  having  been  filed  before  the  mo- 
tion came  on,  the  Court,  on  the  motion,  directed  an  issue  to  determine  the  rights 
of  the  Defendants,  and  continued  the  injunction  on  the  tenant  continuing  to  pay 
his  rent  into  Court. 

Vol.  III.  Q 
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1839.  ^    of  the  Plamtiflfs  rpfiisal  to  pay,  oomtnenced  an  action 
against  him  for  the  jeoDvery  of  the  rent. 

The  Plaintjfl^  Taamlof^  on  the  15th  o(  January  1838, 
filed  a  bill  of  interpleader  against  Deare,  Mayhew^  and 
Mr.  and  Mrs.  Elwynx  and  apon  the  usual  affidavit  he 
obtained  an  order  to  paj  120/.,  the  arrears  of  rent,  into 
Court,  and  an  injunction  to  restrain  the  proceedings 
against  him  at  law.  The  Defendants  all  appeared,  and 
on  the  30th  of  May  1838  Deare  and  Mayhem  put  in 
their  answer.  On  the  27th  of  Jtdy  1839  they  gave 
notice  to  dismiss  for  want  of  prosecution,  and  on  the 
following  day  the  Plaintiff  filed  a  replication. 

No  answer  having  been  put  in  by  Elwyn  and  wife, 
the  Defendants  Deare  and  Mayhew,  on  the  27th  of 
July  1839,  gave  noticis  of  motion  to  dissolve  the  in- 
junction with  costs,  so  far  as  regarded  them ;  and  that 
the  120^  cash  in  Court  might  be  paid  out  to  them. 
The  answer  of  Elwyn  and  wife  was  put  in  on  the  30th 
of  July  1839,  and  the  motion  now  came  on. 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  James  Parker  in  support  of 
the  motion  contended,  that  as  the  Plaintiff  had  evinced 
very  great  delay  in  getting  in  the  answer  of  Elwyn 
and  wife,  the  Defendants  Deare  and  Maykea  were 
warranted  by  the  authority  of  Hyde  v.  Warren  (a)  in 
moving  to  dissolve  the  injunction,  and  to  have  the 
money  paid  out  to  them,  Stevenson  v.  Anderson  {b)\ 
and  that,  at  all  events,  the  Court  ought  now  to  put 
the  right  in  a  train  of  enquiry,  by  directing  an  issue 
at  law.  (c) 

Mr. 

(a)  19  Vet,  522.  (c)  The  Thamtt  and  Medway 

(6)  2V.^  B.  407.  Canal  Company  v.  Naih,  5  Sim, 

280. 
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'    Mr.  Timey  and  Mr.  Ycw^^  for  the  PlaintifP,  argued        I8S9. 
that  there  had  been  no  collasion  or  neglect  on  the  part 
of  the  Plaintiff. 

Mr.  L^hts  Wigram%  for  Etisjftt  and  wife^  did  not 
object  to  the  injunction  being  disaolved,  but  resisted  the 
payment  of  the  fund  in  Court  to  the  other  Defendants ; 
he  contended  that  as  the  value  (^  the  property  was 
small,  it  would  be  whcdly  spent  in  the  trial  of  an  issue, 
which  he  therefore  opposed. 

Mr.  Pemberton  in  reply. 

2^  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

In  this  case  the  bill  is  filed  by  the  Plaintiff,  a  lessee 
of  a  portion  of  the  real  estate  of  the  testator.  The  rent 
which  became  due  from  him  having  been  claimed  by 
persons  claiming  under  two  devises,  the  only  question 
lies  between  the  Defendants;  and  is  this,  which  is  the 
valid  will  ?  which  of  the  two  wills  confers  the  right  to 
this  property  ? 

The  Plaintiff,  being  the  lessee,  and  having  claims  made 
on  him  by  two  persons,  files  this  bill  of  interpleader  in 
the  ordinary  way,  desiring  to  be  protected ;  and  be  has 
made  the  ordinary  affidavit  of  there  being  no  collusion. 
The  bill  being  filed  in  January  1838,  one  of  the  parties 
filed  his  answer  in  May  I8S89  but  the  other  Defendants 
did  not  answer  till  July  18S9.  In  the  meantime,  an  in- 
junction was  obtained  restraining  both  parties  from  pro<r 
ceeding,  and  an  order  was  also  obtained  that  the  Plaintiff 
should  pay  bis  rent  into  Court,  which  he  has  done.  On 
the  27th  of  July  last,  the  answer  of  the  other  Defendants 
not  having  been  put  in,  the  Defendants  who  had  answered 
gave  notice  of  this  motion  to  dissolve  the  injunction,  and 
to  have  the  money  in  Court  paid  out,  and  the  rents  paid 
to  them. 

Q2  It 
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1889;  It  is  to  be  observed,  that  in  all  cases  of  interpleader 

the  Plaintifl^  to  a  certain  extent^  admits  the  right  of 
each  of  the  Defendants  as  against  himself,  and  he  un-* 
dertakes  the  duty  of  bringing  the  Defendants  into  con- 
troversy to  ascertain  their  rights;  not  having  done  this* 
the  Plaintiff  has  been  guilty  of  such  negligence  as  might 
have  deprived  him  of  protection  against  the  party  whose 
right,  as  against  himself,  he  admits  by  the  fact  of  filing- 
the  bill  of  interpleader.    It  appears,  however,  that  after 
the  notice  of  motion  was  given,  the  answer  of  the 
other  Defendants  was  put  in,  and  then  for  the  first 
time  the  parties  are  really  brought  into  conflict.    The 
circumstance  of  the  remaining  answer  having  been  put 
in,  pending  the  notice  of  motion,  makes  a  great  differ- 
ence; for  although  the  Defendant  was  right,  when  he 
gave  the  notice  of  motion,  in  consequence  of  the  negli- 
gence of  the  Plaintiff,  yet  when  the  answers  are  all  put  in 
another  question  arises,  namely,  how  can  the  matter  in 
litigation  be  best  decided?    I  think,  notwithstanding 
the  argument  to  the  contrary,  I  have  known  bills  of 
interpleader  brought  to  a  hearing,  but  never  without 
observations  falling  from  the  Court  as  to  why  the  matter 
had  not  in  an  earlier  stage  been  put  in  a  train  of  in- 
vestigation.    However,  in  this  case,  both  parties  have 
now  put  in  their  answers;  both  claim  the  money  in 
Court ;  and  an  application  being  made  to  pay  the  money 
to  the  parties  making  this  motion,  the  question  is,  whether 
I  have  not  jurisdiction  to  put  the  matter  in  a  course  of 
enquiry ;  and  if  so,  how  can  it  be  best  effected  ?  I  think 
I  have  such  jurisdiction,  and  that  the  question  in  this 
case  being,  who  is  entitled  to  the  testator's  real  estate,  it 
can  be  properly  determined  only  by  means  of  an  issue. 

The  Defendants  must,  therefore,  proceed  to  an  issue 
devisavit  vel  non  ;  the  Ehxyns  being  Plaintiffs,  and  Deare 
and  Mayhem  Defendants;  and  the  Plaintiff  must  con- 
tinue 
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tinue  to  pay  his  rent  into  Court    I  make  no  order  as       1839. 
to  costs  on  this  occasion,  but  will  give  liberty  to  the      Xownley 
parties  to  apply.  v. 

It  is  said  that  though  the  right  to  the  personal  estate 
only  can  be  determined  by  the  Ecclesiastical  Court,  yet 
as  the  real  estate  is  of  comparatively  small  value,  the 
question  respecting  it  will  virtually  be  settled  by  the 
same  decision ;  but  that  can  only  be  so  by  arrangement. 

I  recollect  a  case  of  Dew  v.  Clarke  {a),  in  which 
the  father  of  Mrs.  Dew  had  a  large  personal  estate, 
but  a  very  small  real  estate;  there  was  litigation  in 
every  court  into  which  it  could  be  carried ;  the  PlaintiiT, 
Mrs.  DeWy  was  successful  in  maintaining  that  the  will 
was  invalid  as  to  the  personal  estate,  but  she  could  not 
establish  her  right  to  the  real  estate  without  an  action, 
and  to  avoid  the  trial  she  gave  up  her  claim  to  the 
real  estate  altogether.  (6) 

{a)  1  Sim.  ^  Si,  108.;  and  Chancellor  refused  with  costi» 
5  Ruts.  163,  a  motion,  by  way  of  appeal,  of 

(6)  I4tb  Nw.  1840.  The  Lord      Elwyn  and  wife. 


fts 
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/«f  •  JOHNSTON  V.  TODD. 

April,  29. 

1841.  '      nnHE  object  of  this  suit  was  to  admiaister  the  real 

Feb.  18.        -■-    and  personal  estate  of  Robert  MarshaUj  the  tes- 

DiBapproval      tator,  who  died  in  Jamaica  in  1820.     The  residuary 

of  advandng^  and  some  other  legatees  having  died  in  the  testator's 

money  out  of  lifetime,  it  became  necessary  to  ascertain  who,  in  the 

Court,  to         character  of  next  of  kin,  and  heir  at  law,  were  entitled 

enable  pities  ^  ^^  undisposed  of  real  and  personal  estate  of  the 
to  tiy  an  issue  ^  ^ 

directed  by       testator, 
the  Court. 

being  directed       1*^^  Plaintiffs  claimed  to  be  sole  next  of  kin. 
whlcn  was  to 

on  one  side  ^  reference  had  been  made  to  the  Master  to  ascer- 

by  persons  not  tain  the  next  of  kin  and  heir  at  law,  in  which  certain 

cause,  the        Other  persons,  not  parties  to  the  cause,  came  in  before 

Court  refused   ^he  Master,  and  claimed  to  be  the  next  of  kin,  as 
to  direct  the         ,       ,  '  .  ,  -  .        . 

depositions       related  to  the  testator  in  a  nearer  degree  of  propinquty 

Swd^S'lh?    than  the  PlaintiflS.     The  Master,  however,  reported 

cause  of  wit-     that  the  Plaintiffs  were  the  only  next  of  kin.     The 

had  rince  died    ^^^^  claimants  took  exceptions  to  his  report,  which 

to  be  read  on    came  on  for  argument 
the  trial  of  ° 

the  issue. 

Where  an         Mr. «/.  Anderson^  in  support  of  the  exceptions, 
issue  is  di- 
rected by  the         •  ,     „     ,  #-       , 
Court,  and  the       Mr.  Pemberton^  for  the  executors, 
plaintiffmakes 

going  to  trial,       Mr.  Kindersln/j  Mr.  Turner^  and  Mr.  Parry,  for  the 

it  will  be      '    Plaintiffs, 
taken  pro  con^ 
fetio  against 

him,  unless  Mr.  Stuart  and  Mr.  Moor,  for  a  party  claiming  to  be 

reasonable         «    •      .  i 
cause  for  the     heir  at  law. 

neglect  be  2%^ 

shewn. 
A  negotiation  for  a  compromise  held,  in  such  a  ca^e^  to  be  a  reasonable  cause. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY.  219 

ne  Master  of  the  Roixs,  after  argument,  which       1840. 
turned  prindpaily  on  the  eridence,  directed  an  issue  to 
ascertain  who  were  the  next  of  kin  and. heir  at  law,  and 
he  ordered  the  new  claimants  to  be  Plaintiffi  in  the 
issue. 


The  Plainti£&  in  the  cause  afterwards  presented  a 
petition  to  have  a  sum  of  500^  paid  to  them  out  of  the 
funds  in  Qourt,  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  them  to 
defend  the  issue.  They  contended*  that  having  been 
founj  to  be  next  of  kin  by  the  JS^aster*  they  had  sipriffid 
facie  casCf  and  also  that  they  had  been  placed  in  the 
situation  of  executors  defending  the  estate,  and  ought 
consequently  to  be  indemnified. 

Peck  V.  Beeckejf  (a),  Gregg  v.  Tm/lar  (6),  were  cited 
for  the  Plaintifis ;  and  Nye.  v.  Maule  (c)  contra. 


T%e  Master  qfthe  Rolls.  June  is. 

The  parties  on  whose  behalf  this  application  is  made 
have  produced  before  the  Master  a  great  deal  of  very 
important  evidence,  and  have  succeeded  before  him  in 
establishing  their  claim ;  he  has  accordingly  found  in 
their  favour.  Having  myself  examined  the  whole  of 
the  evidence,  I  am  perfectly  aware  of  its  importance; 
and  if  the  application  could  be  granted,  consistently  with 
the  principles  and  the  caution  with  which  this  CoUrt 
finds  it  Its  duty  to  act,  it  would  certainly  be  a  satis- 
factory thing  to  myself  personally  if  I  could  comply 
with  this  application.  That  feeling  is  very  much 
strengthened  by  the  strong  sense  I  have  of  the  great 

hardship 

(a)  2  Sim.  40.  [c)  Since  reported,  4  Mtfl.  ^ 

lb)  4  Ruu,  279.  C.  348. 

Q  4 
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1840.  hardship  imposed  upon  persons  who  have  to  establish 
their  claim  at  so  great  an  expense  as  must  have  been 
incurred  in  such  a  case  as  this.  But  the  quesdon  here 
isf  whether  there  is  in  Court  a  sum  which  I  judicially 
know  to  be  properly  applicable  to  the  purpose  for 
which  it  is  asked ;  and  I  confess  the  way  in  which  it  is 
brought  before  me  leaves  me  in  very  great  doubt  upon 
that  subject;  there  being  a  doubt  in  my  mind,  I  con- 
ceive it  to  be  inconsistent  with  my  duty  so  to  dispose  of 
this  fiind.  There  is  a  fund  in  Court;  but  .there  is 
nothing  to  enable  me  to  know  judicially  that  ultimately 
the  fund  will  properly  be  applicable  to  this  purpose, 
especially  having  regard  to  the  doubt  which  exists  as 
to  the  right  of  these  parties. 

The  case  of  Gregg  v.  Tin/lor{a)  has  naturally  and 
properly  been  pressed  upon  me.  It  is  said  to  be  a  case 
in  circumstances  precisely  similar  to  the  present.  I 
confess  after  hearing  that  case,  that  I  have  very  con- 
siderable doubt  as  to  the  principle  upon  which  it  was 
founded.  It  has  been  over  and  over  again  stated  to 
me,  that  these  parties  are  defending  an  issue  which  the 
Court  has  directed;  and  upon  that  ground  I  have 
been  asked  to  shew  favour  and  indulgence  to  them. 
It  is  said  (but  how  far  correctly  I  think  is  worthy  of 
some  consideration)  that  evidence  has  been  produced 
which  satisfied  the  Master;  the  same  evidence,  con- 
trasted with  the  other  evidence  which  has  been  pro- 
duced in  the  cause,  has  not  so  far  satisfied  me  as  to 
enable  me  to  say  I  can  confirm  the  Master's  report 
What  interest  has  the  Court,  or  has  justice,  to  say  that 
either  of  these  parties  ought  to  be  preferred  to  the 
other  in  the  future  prosecution  of  the  case  ?  It  rests 
upon  this,  that  the  case  is  doubtful.   There  has  been,  in 

the 

(a)  4  RuiS.  279. 
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the  opinion  of  the  Master,  a  preponderance  of  evidence  1840. 
on  one  side,  and  I  will  not  say  there  may  not  be  a  bias 
in  my  own  mind  upon  that  subject ;  but  still  the  pre- 
ponderance is  not  such  as  to  enable  me  to  say  that  the 
case  b  not  doubtful,  and  ought  not  to  be  subjected  to 
a  further  inyestigation.  As  far  therefore  as  I  can  form 
an  opinion  upon  that  subject,  justice  is  in  no  way  con- 
cerned in  saying  that  either  party  ought  to  have  a  pre- 
ference over  the  other.  The  matter  is  to  be  subjected 
to  an  investigation,  and  that  investigation  must  take 
place  between  these  parties  in  the  usual  form. 

With  regard  to  the  policy  of  making  advancements 
of  money  for  these  purposes,  I  must  say  that  I  think 
the  policy  of  giving  that  species  of  advantage  to  one 
party  or  the  other  extremely  doubtful ;  if  you  advance 
money  to  one  party,  and  leave  the  other  to  stru^le 
with  poverty,  I  cannot  think  you  are  promoting  the 
ends  of  justice.  I  concur  also  in  the  observation  of  my 
Lord  Chancellor  in  Nyey.Matde^  that  such  advance- 
ments have  the  effect  of  inducing  parties  to  indulge  in 
idle  litigation*  Having  regard  to  the  state  of  this  fund, 
and  the  uncertainty  of  the  claims  that  are  made,  it  does 
not  appear  to  me  that  I  can  safely,  and  consistently  with 
the  principles  upon  which  the  Court  usually  acts,  order 
the  advance  here  required. 

I  am  therefore  under  the  necessity  of  refusing  this 
application  with  costs. 


The  Plainti£5>  in  the  cause  also  made  an  application 
to  the  Court  to  be  at  liberty  to  read  the  depositions 
taken  upon  commission  in  the  cause,  and  affidavits  taken 
ex  parte  and  used  in  the  Master's  office,  of  witnesses 
who  had  died  in  the  interim.    On  this  point. 

The 
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1840.  The  Master  qftke  Rolls  said,  I  have  caused  en^ 

quiries  to  be  made  witli  respect  to  orders  of  this  sort, 
and  I  believe  a  very  extensive  search  has  in  cooseqaenoe 
been  made  by  the  R^^istriO^  They  have  not  been 
able  to  find  any  case  in  which,  upon  an  issue  of  thi» 
kind,  an  order  has  been  made  for  reading  on  the  trial  of 
an  issue  between  persons,  all  of  whom  were  not  parties 
to  the  record,  depositions  which  were,  taken  between 
those  persons  only  who  were  parties  to  the  record;  and 
it  appears  to  me,  that,  according  to  the  practice,  such 
an  order  cannot  properly  be  made. 

It  is  true  that  in  some  cases  this  Court  finds  it  neces- 
sary to  order  evidence  to  be  received,  which,  without 
such  an  order,  would  be  rejected  by  a  court  of  law ; 
but  the  circumstances  of  this  case  do  not  appear  to  me 
to  make  it  necessary  or  proper  to  direct  any  evidence, 
which  may  jnot  be  legal  evidence,  to  be  received,  and 
this  application  must  also  be  refused. 


A  further  point  subsequently  arose  in  the  cause. 

1841.  The  issue  had  been  directed  to  be  tried  at  the  then 

I'cb,  18.  Q^2t  ensuing  Summer  assises  for  Nevccasile,  which  were 
held  in  August  1840.  After  the  terms  of  the  issue  had 
been  finally  settled,  the  Plaintiffs  made  an  offer  of  com- 
promise, which  was  accepted  by  the  person  claiming  to 
be  heir  at  law,  but  rejected  by  the  person  daiming  to 
be  next  of  kin.  The  latter  not  having  gone  to  trial 
\  with  his  issue  at  the  Summer  assizes,  the  Plaintiffs  in 
the  cause  moved  that  the  issue  should  be  taken  pro 
confesso  against  him.  In  support  of  this  motion,  they 
contaided  that  a  Plaintiff  in  an  issue  directed  by  the 
Court  of  Chancery  was  not  at  liberty  to  commit  one 
default  in  not  going  to  trial ;  and  that  if  he  allowed  the 

time 
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time  at  which  the  trial  was  directed  by  the  Court  to        1841. 
take  place  to  pass,  the  Defendants  were  entitled  to  have 
the  issue  taken  pro  confesso.     Casbome  v.  Barsham^ 
L.  C.  21.  March  1840. 

On  the  other  hand,  it  was  contended,  that  all  that  was 
decided  in  CaAome  v.  BarAam  was,  that  the  Plaintiff 
in  an  issue  was  not  entitled  as  of  right  to  pass  over  the 
assizes  at  which  it  was  directed  to  be  tried;  but  he 
might  justify  himself  by  shewing  reasonable  cause  for 
not  going  to  trial.  That  the  negotiation  for  a  compro- 
mise was  such  reasonable  cause. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  said,  that  the  case  of 
Casbome  v.  Barsham,  having  established  that  an  issue 
might  be  adversely  taken  j)ro  confesso  against  a  party 
who  appeared  and  was  willing  to  go  to  trial,  but  had 
once  made  default,  it  must  be  followed  as  a  precedent 
That  the  rule,  however,  was  not  without  exception; 
and  if  the  Plaintiff  in  the  issue  could  shew  such  cause  for 
not  going  to  trial,  as  in  the  opinion  of  the  Court  appeared 
reasonable,  the  rule  would  not  apply.  That  the  nego- 
tiation for  the  compromise  was  in  his  Lordship's  opinion 
reasonable  cause,  as  the  parties  could  not  be  expected  to 
prepare  for  trial  while  such  a  negotiation  was  pending. 
The  motion  was  refused  with  costs. 


Note.— See  (Hher  t.  Lemon,  sBep.  m  Ch.  194.  WMsoh  t.  Gm- 
ger^  2  Dick.  5S1 .  Anon.  4  Mad.  255.  BearUoek  v.  Ty^r,  1  Jac,  ^ 
W,  225.  Powell  v.  Wood^  1  Ruts.  ^  Myl  354.  WWu  v.  Farrer^ 
ZY.Sf  Jer,  381.  2  Fouder*i  Exch,  232. ;  and  Downing  v.  Downing^ 
Reg.  Lib.  1746.,  which  was  a  caiie  before 'Baron  Ciarke  and  three 
Mastert,  in  the  absence  of  the  Lord  Chancellor,  in  which  Ihe 
party  who  had  made  default  not  appearing  to  oppose  th^  motion, 
the  order  was  made  absolute  in  the  first  instance  on  affidavit  of 
service. 
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1840.  STRICKLAND  v.  STRICKLAND, 

Feb.  IS. 
A  bill  was        VT^HE  bill  Stated  the  will  aiid  codicil  of  tlie  testator, 

bluIha^i^IUs  "°^®^  ^•'*^'^»  ^^  *®  ®^^^  ^'^^^  *®  PlaintiflF 

to  real  estate,  claimed  to  be  entitled  to  a  life  estate  ia  certain  pre-^ 

the  wiU  and  ^^^es,  and  it  Stated  that  the  will  had  been  duly  proved 

stated  that  it  |q  the  proper  Ecclesiastical  Court    It  also  contained 

proved  in  the  An  allegation  of  a  pretence  made  by  the  Defendant  that 

proper  eccle-  ^^  testator  had  altered  his  will  and  codicil  by  strikinir 
siastical  court,  ^  ...  .  ^^ 

and  it  con^       out  Certain  stated  limitations,  and  it  charged  the  con- 

Slegation  of  a  ^"^""y*  ^^^  "that  the  testator  duly  executed  several  parts 

pretence  on      of  the  said  will  and  codicil  as  the  same  were  therein* 

Defendant,      before  set  forth;  and  that  his  execution  of  each  and 

that  the  will  every  part  thereof  was  duly  attested  for  passing  real 
had  been  i,.  i.        .'^.  .4.,. 

altered,  estate  by  devise ;  and  that  if  it  were  the  fact  that  there 

^h*^*^  th       ^^  *"y  striking  out  or  altering  of  any  portion,  either  of 

contrary,  and  the  said  will  or  first  codicil  as  thereinbefore  stated,  the 

wM^  executed   same  appeared  in  one  part  only  of  the  said  will  and  first 

in  several         codicil,"  and  that  the  other  parts  which  were  in  the 

copy 'of  which  testator's  own  custody  at  his  death  were  entire  and  un* 

was  in  the  defaced,  and  that,  if  any  part  had  been  defaced,  the 
possession  of  1 

the  testator  at  same  was  not  done  by  the  testator, 
his  death  un- 
altered.   The 
Defendant  put       The  bill  prayed  for  the  establishment  of  the  will,  and 

bating  Uiat      ^  declaration  that  the  Plaintiff  was  entitled  for  life  to  the 

the  will  fl*        Yeal  estate  in  question,  and  consequential  relief. 
proved  did 
not  contain 

^^^."rnd'*  '^^^  Defendant  put  in  a  plea  stating  "that  the 
from  which  it  first  codicil,  as  in  the  said  bill  was  mentioned,  duly 
draw"  the  con-  Proved  in  the  proper  Ecclesiastical  Court,  as  the  first 
elusion  that  #  codicil 

the  bill  was 

defective  for  want  of  parties.  There  was  no  answer  accompanying  the  plea:  Held, 
that  the  plea  was  irregular  in  point  of  form. 
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Stbickland 


codicil  to  the  will  of  Sir  George  Strickland  the  testator,        1840. 

did  not  appear  to  contain  either  of  the  following'  pas* 

sages  [stating  them]  *\    The  conclusion  attempted  to  be  r. 

drawn  by  the  plea  was,  that  the  bill  was  defective  for  Stbickland. 

want  of  parties.    The  plea  was  not  accompanied  by  any 

answer. 

Mr.  Kinderdey  and  Mr.  SliadweU^  for  the  plea,  argued 
that  it  appeared  from  the  plea,  that  the  passages  in 
question  were  not  contained  in  the  testator's  will;  in 
which  case  the  bill  was  defective  for  want  of  parties. 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Bethelly  contra^  raised  many 
objections  to  the  plea  in  point  of  form,  and  amongst 
them,  that  the  will  which  the  plea  alleged  not  to  con- 
tain the  passages  in  question  was  the  will  proved  in  the 
Ecclesiastical  Court ;  that  the  question  here  related  to 
real  estate,  and  it  was  therefore  quite  immaterial  in  what 
terms  the  will  had  been  proved  in  the  Ecclesiastical 
Court,  which  had  no  jurisdiction  in  questions  relating  to 
real  estate. 

Mr.  Kindersley  in  reply.  The  Plaintiff  states  the  will 
to  have  been  proved  in  the  Ecclesiastical  Court,  and 
the  plea,  properly  enough,  identifies  that  will  as  the 
will  stated  to  be  proved  in  the  Ecclesiastical  Court,  and 
negatives  the  exbtence  in  it  of  the  passiages  in  question. 
Doe  dem.  Burtofishaw  v.  Gilbert  {a)  was  cited. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  was  of  opinion  that  the 
plea  could  not  be  sustained  in  point  of  form.  That  the 
plea  did  not  negative  the  fact  alleged,  namely,  that  the 
will  and  codicil  were  as  stated  in  the  bill,  but  traversed 
the  fact  of  the  copy  proved  in  the  Ecclesiastical  Court 

being 

(a)  Coivper^  49. 
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1840. 


SxaiCftLANO 

Stbzcklamo. 


being  so*  That  the  qaestion  here  was,  what  was  the 
wUl  to  be  established  m  this  Court  in  respect  of  the  real 
estate,  and  not  what  will  had  been  proved  in  the  Eccle- 
siastical Court. 


His  Lordship  also  said,  that  the  plea  required  proper 
averments  to  lead  to  the  conclusion  attempted  to  be 
deduced. 


March  4. 


Letters 
proyed  iu  the 
cause,  but  not 
referred  to  in 
the  pleadings 
are  inadmissi- 
ble in  evi- 
dence, even 
on  the  ques- 
tion of  costs. 


WHITLEY  V.  MARTIN. 

nnHE  only  question  in  this  case  was,  who  ought  to 
pay  the  costs  of  the  suit,  as  to  which 
Mr.  G.  Richards^  as  a  ground  for  charging  the  De- 
fendant with  the  costs  of  the  suit,  proposed  to  read 
letters  which  had  passed  before  the  institution  of  the 
suit,  shewing  that  the  Defendant  had  refused  to  furnish 
accounts. 


Mr.  Anderdon  admitted  that  the  letters  had  been 
proved  in  the  cause,  but  he  stated  that  they  had  not 
been  referred  to  in  the  pleadings. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  said  he  could  not  take 
this  evidence  into  his  consideration,  as  the  Plaintiff  had 
in  no  way  called  these  letters  to  the  attention  of  the 
Defendant,  or  given  him  the  least  opportunity  of  ex- 
plaining them. 


See  HoweU  v.  George^  1  Mad.  1. 
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PALMER  V.  WAKEFIELD.  March  20. 

npHE  testator  Bichard  Palmer^  being  entitled  in  right  A  testator  ap- 

•*■   of  EUzabeth  his  wife  (now  the  wife  of  the  Defendant  P^s"^,  wd 

Wakefield)  to  two  legacies  of  3000/.  and  500/.  each,  which  gave  them  a 

bad  not  been  reduced  into  possession^  by  his  will,  dated  making  ad- 

in  1807,  bequeathed  to  his  wife  Elizabeth^  the  sum  of  vancemenuto 

his  ehildren ; 
10002.  part  of  these  legacies,  *'  and  he  gave  and  be-  and  he  direct- 

queathed  the  sum  of  2500t,  bemg  the  remainder  of  the  £  J J^^^ 

aforesaid  legacies  amounting  to  3500/.  as  aforesaid,  and  a  new  trustee 

the  interest  that  should  become  due  thereon  until  the  L^nted.^One 

principal  should  be  paid,  unto  his  said  wife,  and  to  his  alone  (the 

brother  the  Rev.  John  Palmer^  their  executors  and  ad-  children)  act- 

ministrators,  upon  trust  to  lay  out  and  invest  the  same  ®^»  *"<*  ^^^ 

,  r      1      as  was  alleged, 

m  or  upon  some  or  one  of  the  public  stocks  or  funds,  advancemenu 

or  upon  government  or  real  securities,  in  their  names  at  ^ong„"Je^^ 

interest,  with  power  to  vary  and  transfer  such  stocks,  of  the  other 

funds,  and  securities  for  others  of  a  similar  nature  until  aprointinent^ 

the  same,  or  the  money  thereon  to  be  invested,  should  ofa  new  trus- 

become  transferrable  and  assignable  under  the  trusts  that  the  pro-  . 

thereinafter  declared  concerning  the  same;  and  he  de-  per  discretion 

^  had  not  been 

clared  that  his  said  wife  and  brother,  and  the  survivor  of  exercised,  and 

them,  or  other  the  trustees  or  trustee  for  the  time  being  '  u^ries^could 

of  his  said  will,  should  stand  possessed  of  the  stocks,  funds,  be  directed  as 

and  securities  after  said  sum  of  2500/.  should  be  so  in-  advancements 

vested  as  aforesaid,  and  of  said  sum  of  2500iL  in  the  mean  ^i^h  a  view  to 

,  .  1       «.     1  .        .  1    their  being 

tupe,  m  trust  to  pay  to  and  permit  and  sufier  his  said  allowed. 

^jfg  A  widow 
was  absolutely 
entitled  to  Icsgcies  of  3500/.,  of  which  her  husband  by  his  will  professed  to  give  to  her 
and  her  chi^ren  2500/L,  which  he  directed  to  be  invested  in  the  funds  or  real 
securities.  He  gave  his  widow  other  benefits  out  of  his  own  property.  The  widow 
received  the  money,  and  invested  it  in  the  funds,  but  treating  it  as  her  own,  she 
afterw2irds  sold  it  out,  and  applied  it  to  her  own  use*  A  case  of  election  arose  on 
the  will,  bat  it  did  not  appear  when  she  had  elected*  Held,  that  the  widow  electing 
U>  take  under  the  will  was  responsible  for  2500/.  on^,  and  not  for  the  stock  pur- 
chased therewith, 
liability  of  husband  for  the  breach  of  trust  of  his  wife  before  marriage. 
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1840.  wife  or  her  assigns  to  receive  the  interest,  dividends,  and 

^^^V"^'^  annual  produce  thereof  during  her  life  for  her  and  their 

V.  own  use ;  and  from  and  immediately  after  her  decease  in 


Wakefield. 


trust  for  all  and  every  his  present  and  future  children 
by  his  said  wife  that  should  be  living  at  his  decease  or 
born  in  due  time  afterwards  in  equal  shares,''  &c«  The 
testator  devised  all  his  freehold,  copyhold,  and  lease- 
hold estates  to  his  wife  and  brother  upon  similar  trusts. 
The  will  contamed  a  clause,  whereby  the  testator  de- 
clared and  directed  that  it  should  be  lawful  for  the  trus- 
tees or  trustee  for  the  time  being  of  his  will  after  the 
decease  of  his  said  wife,  and  also  during  her  life  with 
her  consent,  to  levy  and  raise  by  mortgage,  sale,  trans- 
fer, or  other  disposition  of  the  presumptive  or  expectant 
shares  of  his  said  children,  of  and  in  the  therein  afore- 
said stocks,  funds,  securities,  and  trust  estates,  or  any 
part  thereof,  any  sum  or  sums  of  money  not  exceeding 
the  sum  of  600/.  for  any  one  child  towards  the  main- 
tenance and  education  of  his  said  children,  or  towards 
placing  out  his  said  children  in  any  profession,  trade,  or 
employment,  or  otherwise  for  their  advancement  or 
benefit,  notwithstanding  such  children  should  not  have 
attained  vested  interests ;  and  the  testator  directed  new 
trustees  to  be  appointed  if  the  said  Elizabeth  Palmer 
and  John  Palmer,  or  either  of  them,  or  any  future  trus- 
tees or  trustee,  should  die  or  refuse  or  decline  to  act, 
and  he  appointed  his  wife  sole  executrix  and  guardian 
of  his  children. 

The  testator  died  in  1808,  leaving  his  wife  and  six 
infant  children  surviving,  the  eldest  of  whom  was  then 
about  sixteen  years  of  age;  his  will  was  proved  by  his 
widow  alone ;  she  thenceforward  enjoyed  the  testator's 
property  devised  and  bequeathed  to  her  for  life.  JoJin 
Palmer,  the  testator's  brother,  survived  the  testator,  and 
died  in  1817,  and  (as  was  stated  in  the  bill  and  answer) 
without  having  acted  in  the  trusts. 

In 
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In  March  1816  Elizabeth  Wakefield,  the  widow,  re-  1840. 
ceived  the  sums  of  SOQOL  and  500/.,  and  on  the  28th  of 
March  1816  she  invested  the  same  in  her  own  name 
in  the  purchase  of  8878/.  2s.  4</.  Navy  5  per  cents. 
This  sum  was  afterwards  converted  into  3228/.  185.  9d. 
4  per  cents,  and  was  sold  out  by  her  in  different  sums 
in  the  years  1827,  1829,  and  18S0,  through  the  inter* 
vention  of  the  Defendant  Thomas  Wak^ld;  the  produce 
was  received  by  him  and  applied  in  the  reimbursement 
of  advances  made  by  him  to  Elizabeth  Palmer. 

In  October  1831,  Elizabeth  Palmer  married  the  De« 
fendant  Thomas  Wakefield^  and  on  their  marriage  a  set* 
tiement  was  made  on  him  of  the  property  devised  by 
the  testator's  will.  A  separation  took  place  between 
Defendant  Wak^ldBXid.  his  wife,  and  in  1835  the  tes- 
tator's children  filed  this  bill  against  Thomas  Wakefield 
and  Elizabeth  his  wife,  to  compel  them  to  replace  the 
stock  which  might  have  been  purchased  with  the  2500A 
The  bill  alleged  that  a. case  of  election  had  arisen  under 
the  testator's  will,  and  that  Elizabeth,  the  widow  of  the 
testator,  had  elected  to  take  under  the  testator's  will; 
it  also  alleged  that  Thomc^  Wakefield,  both  when  the 
stock  was  sold  out,  and  on  his  marriage,  had  notice  of 
the  trusts  of  the  fund. 

Thomas  Wakefield,  who  appeared  separately  from  his 
wife,  denied  all  notice  of  the  trust;  none  was  proved 
against  him  further  than  the  constructive  notice  which 
might  arise  from  the  marriage  settlement. 

The  Defendant,  by  his  answer,  insisted  that  the  lega- 
cies belonged  absolutely  to  his  wife,  and  that  if  any 
case  of  election  did  arise,  no  election  had  been  made ; 
he  further  said  '^  he  believed  that  the  Plaintiffi  had, 
in  fact,  long  since  had  and  received  from  Elizabeth 

Vol.111.  R  Wakefield 
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1640.  Wakejield  the  full  benefit  to  which  they  would  have 
been  entitled  from  such  bequest ;  for  he  said  that  Eli- 
zabeth Wakefield  remained  unmarried  from  the  death  of 
her  first  husband,  in  ISO?,  to  October  1831,  when  she 
intermarried  with  the  Defendant ;  and  that  during  that 
period  the  Defendant  believed  that  she  not  only  main* 
tained  and  educated  the  Plaintiffs,  her  children,  but 
also  advanced  considerable  sums  of  money  in  placing 
out  the  Plaintiffs,  her  sons,  and  on  the  marriage  of 
the  Plaintiffs,  her  daughters;  and  that  the  sums  of 
money  paid  and  applied  by  her  for  the  purposes  afore- 
said, were  fully  equal  to  the  shares  of  the  Plaintiffs,  her 
children,  of  and  in  the  sum  of  2500/.  in  the  testator's 
will  mentioned  to  be  bequeathed  to  them  out  of  the 
legacies  of  SOOO/.  and  500/." 

At  the  original  hearing  of  the  cause,  in  1838,  it  was 
referred  to  the  Master  to  enquire  whether  Elizabeth 
Wakefield f  before  her  marriage,  had  elected  to  take  the 
benefits  given  by  the  testator's  will ;  the  Master  found 
in  the  affirmative. 

The  cause  now  came  on  for  further  directions,  when 

Mr.  Kindersley  and  Mr.  Koe,  for  the  Flaintifis,  asked 
for  a  decree  against  the  Defendants  to  replace  the  amount 
of  stock  in  which  the  2500/.  bad  been  invested,  with . 
costs,  contending  that  the  Defendant  Wakejield  had  con* 
structive  notice  of  the  breach  of  trust  committed  by  his 
wife,  and,  moreover,  that  he  was  responsible  for  the 
liabilities  of  his  wife  at  the  time  of  the  marriage. 

Mr,  Peniberton  and  Mr.  Wilhraham  for  the  Defendant 
Mr.  Wakefieldy  contended  that  the  Defendant  was  not 
affected  by  notice  of  the  trusts,  and,  if  responsible,  was 
responsible  for  the  2500/.  sterling  only ;  .and  further 

that 
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that  from  this  sum  the  amount  advanced  by  Mrs.  fVate^        1640. 
Jleld  to  her  children  for  their  maintenance  and  advance- 
ment (being  ascertained  by  a  further  enquiry),  ought  to 
be  deducted. 

T^  Master  of  the  Rolls  (after  statmg  the  prin- 
cipal circumstances  of  the  case)  said,  I  think  that  as 
Mr.  Wakefield  on  his  marriage  obtained  from  his  wife  a 
conveyance  of  the  interest  in  the  real  estate  which  she 
took  under  the  will  of  her  first  husband,  he  must  be 
assumed  to  have  had  notice  of  its  contents  at  that  time, 
but  there  is  not  the  slightest  evidence  to  shew  that  he 
was  acquainted  therewith  at  the  time  when  the  stock  was 
sold.  I  apprehend,  therefore,  that  the  circumstance  of 
his  being  employed  by  Mrs.  Palmer^  as  an  agent  to 
procure  the  sale  of  that  stock,  in  no  way  affected  him 
with  the  knowledge  of  the  wiU.  Some  time  afler  the 
second  marriage^  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Wakefield  separated, 
and  Mr.  Wakefield  being  then  called  upon  to  make  good 
the  stock  which  the  legacies  would  have  purchased  if 
invested  when  first  received,  his  wife,  who  was  the 
person  by  whom  and  for  whose  benefit  it  was  sold,  and 
who  had  used  it,  appears,  upon  the  hearing  of  this 
cause,  separately  from  her  husband,  saying,  she  makes 
no  objection  to  the  relief  which  the  Plaintiff  sedcs. 
This  certainly  is  one  of  those  cases  which  can  never 
be  contemplated  without  great  pain.  The  law  is  rigid, 
and  in  respect  of  breaches  of  trust  must  compel  par* 
ties  to  perform  their  duty;  but  in  this  case  we  ^nd 
the  children,  educated  and  maintained  by  the  mother, 
out  of.  her  means  and  not  out  of  any  fortune  or 
property  of  their  own,  many  years  after  they  have 
attained  the  age  of  twenty  one  years,  and  after  a 
separation  between  their  mother  and  her  second  hus- 
band, come  and  demand  a  restoration  of  this  stock, 
and  resisting  the  slightest  allowance  in  respect  of  the 

R  2  benefiu 
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1840.  benefits  which  they,  from  time  to  time,  received  from 
her  during  the  period  in  which  she  was  applying  her 
own  means  for  their  maintenance.  It  is  fit,  I  think,  to 
advert  to  these  proceedings,  though  my  judgment  must 
not  in  the  least  be  guided  by  considerations  of  that 
nature.  In  cases  of  breaches  of  trust  the  law  must  be 
rigidly  applied,  however  hard  it  may  press  in  particular 
cases. 

A  question  was  made  whether,  under  this  will,  a  case 
of  election  arose.  It  appears  to  me  there  clearly  did. 
It  was  referred  to  the  Master  to  enquire  whether  she 
had  elected;  and  the  Master  has  found  that  she  has. 
Having  elected,  it  was  her  duty,  as  I  conceive,  to  treat 
the  money  originally  belonging  to  her,  but  of  which 
the  testator  assumed  the  right  of  disposing,  as  a  legacy 
given  by  the  will  and  subject  to  the  trusts  contained  in 
the  will ;  she  must  be  taken  to  have  known  the  right, 
and  ought  to  have  performed  her  duty,  and  I  think  that 
she  must  be  considered  as  owing  that  money  from  the 
time  when  it  came  into  her  hands.  She  appears,  how- 
ever, not  to  have  considered  herself  subject  to  any  duty, 
but  to  have  treated  the  money  as  her  own.  She  had 
the  option  in  what  sort  of  security  she  would  invest  it, 
and  might  have  invested  it  upon  real  security,  and  the 
rights  of  the  parties  would  have  been  fully  satisfied  by 
the  production  of  the  principal  sum  of  2500/.  given  by 
the  testator  in  this  case;  and,  looking  at  the  circum* 
stances  of  this  case,  I  do  not  think  that  I  am  acting  at 
all  contrary  to  the  rules  which  this  Court  has  adopted, 
when  I  say,  that  the  sum  for  which  she  was  answerable 
was  the  sum  of  250021,  the  principal  money;  she  became 
answerable  for  it,  in  respect  of  what  must  be  consi- 
dered as  her  breach  of  trust,  because,  upon  her  election, 
it  became  trust  money.      Having  become  answerable 

For 


Waksfislo. 
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for  it,  she  married  Mr.  Wakefield^  and  it  was  by  the        1840. 
marriage,  and  by  his  assuming  the  liabilities  to  which       p^^^^ 
she  was  subject,  that  he  also,  as  I  think,  became  liable  to  o. 

pay  it,  notwithstanding  he  is  called  upon  to  make  good 
that  liability  by  these  children,  who  are  aided  in  doing 
so  by  the  mother,  who,  before  her  marriage,  applied  this 
money  to  her  own  use  as  she  thought  fit.  The  children, 
nevertheless,  who  are  the  objects  of  the  trust,  and  en- 
titled to  the  benefit  of  that  which  the  testator  intended 
to  give  them,  have  a  right  to  call  upon  him  to  make 
good  that  sum. 

The  next  question  which  has  been  raised  is,  whether 
any  allowance  is  to  be  made.  There  is  a  proviso  in  the 
will,  giving  the  trustees  a  power  to  apply  sums  of 
money,  to  the  extent  of  600/.  for  each  child,  for  their 
maintenance,  education,  or  advancement  Could  any 
body  do  it  but  the  trustees  ?  Did  the  testator  intend 
that  this  discretionary  power  should  be  vested  in  any 
body  but  the  trustees  ?  I  must  say  that  it  is  with  great 
regret  that  I  come  to  the  conclusion  that  the  trustee, 
not  having  been  here  introduced,  because  the  lady  ap- 
plied the  money  herself,  and  without  applying  to  Mr. 
Jl  Palmer  to  act  as  trustee,  there  was  not  that  discretion 
in  the  application  of  this  money  which  was  necessary 
under  all  the  circumstances  in  this  case.  It  happened 
that  this  lady,  thinking  herself  the  absolute  owner  of 
this  property,  applied  .what  she  considered  her  own 
monies  for  the  mamtenance  of  the  children.  She  might, 
by  the  assistance  oC  the  trustee  or  of  this  Court,  have 
had  the  money  applied  for  them ;  and  the  question  is, 
whether,  after  so  many  years,  we  can  review  the  matter, 
and  say,  she  ought  to  be  allowed  this  sum.  I  am  much 
afraid,  according  to  the  rules  which  have  been  adopted, 
we  cannot. 

R  3  Considering 
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Considering  that  the  suit  has  other  objects  than  the 
relief  in  respect  of  the  breach  of  trust,  the  decree  must 
be  against  the  Defendant,  Mr.  Wakefield^  without  costs. 


Jimtff. 


HINDE  V.  BLAKE. 


Ooe  of  the 
presumptive 
next  of  kin  as- 
signed the 
share  to  which 
he  might  be- 
come entitled 
in  the  per- 
sonal estate  of 
a  lunatic  who 
was  then  liv- 
ing, on  trust 
to  pay  the 
costs,  and  any 
sums  which 


fTIHIS  was  a  general  demurrer  to  a  bill,  which  in  sub- 
-"-    stance  stated  as  follows :  — 


WiUiam  Blake  became  a  lunatic  in  August  18Sd,  being 
possessed  of  a  sum  of  ll,403iL  consols. 

After  his  lunacy,  and  in  January  1834,  Sir  Francis 
Blake^  who  was  one  of  the  brothers  and  presumptive 
next  of  kin  of  the  lunatic,  by  a  deed  made  between  him- 
self of  the  one  part,  and  the  Plaintiffs  who  were  trustees 


vancedfor  the  of  the  Other  part,  conveyed  and  assigned  to  the  plaintiS 
th*"^^^^  th  *''  ^^^  ^^  estate,  and  all  the  part,  share,  and  interest  in 
to  pay  an  an- 


the  said  sum  of  1 1,403/.  consols.,  and  of  any  other  monies 

belonging  to  the  said  William  BlatCf  the  brother  of  the 

said  Sir  Francis  Blake,  and  a  lunatic,  to  which  he  the 

said  Sir  JP.  Blake  should  or  might  become  entitled  upon 

the  decease  of  the  said  W.  Blake  as  his  next  of  kin,  or 

as  one  of  his  next  of  kin,  whether  such  part,  share,  or 

interest  should  be  a  third  or  a  moiety,  or  a  greater  part, 

advance.  On  share,  or  interest,  with  a  power  of  attorney  and  covenant 
the  death  of  /• 

the  lunatic,  ^^^ 

the  trustees  of 

the  deed  filed  a  bill  against  the  administrator  and  the  assisnor  for  payment  of  the 
assignor's  share,  alleging  that  the  assignor  was  desirous  that  it  should  be  paid  to 
them :  Held  that  a  general  demurrer  by  the  administrator  could  not  be  supported 
on  these  allegations,  and  semb/e  that  there  was  a  sufficient  consideration  for  the 
deed. 


nuity  to  the 
assignee,  and 
afterwards  to 
pay  his  debts. 
No  creditor 
was  party  to 
the  ueed. 
The  trustees 
made  some 
payments  in 
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for  further  assurance;  and  by  an  indenture  of  even  date,  1840. 
and  made  between  thd  same  parties,  the  trusts  were  de- 
clared to  be  in  the  first  place  to  pay  the  costs,  charges, 
and  expenses,  and  any  sums  they  might  advance  for  the 
purposes  of  the  trust,  in  the  next  place  to  pay  to  Sir  F. 
Slake  an' annuity  of  500/.  a  year,  and  then  for  payment 
of  his  debts. 

It  did  not  appear  that  any  creditors  were  parties  to 
this  transaction. 

The  lunatic  died  in  18S8,  leaving  Sir  F.  Blake  the 
Defendant  Robert  JD.  Blake^  and  Mrs.  Stag^  his  next  of 
kin,  who  became  entitled  to  his  personal  estate ;  admini- 
stration was  granted  to  R.  D.  Blake,  who  possessed 
himself  of  the  personal  estate. 

This  bill  was  filed  by  the  trustees  of  the  creditor  deed 
against  R.  D.  Blake  the  executor,  Mrs.  Stag,  and  Sir  F% 
Blake,  to  obtain  payment  of  the  share  of  Sir  F.  Blake. 

The  bill  stated  that  the  PIainti£Fs  had  paid,  for  the 
purposes  of  the  trust,  more  than  they  had  received,  and 
that  there  was  then  due  to  them  on  the  balance  of  ac- 
count the  sum  of  1806/.;  and  it  also  stated  that  they  had 
made  application  for  payment  to  R.  D.  Blake,  the  admi- 
nistrator, which  he  refused  to  make ;  and  that  Sir  JP. 
Blake  was  desirous  that  the  one  third  of  the  said  sum 
of  11,100/.  consols  should  be  paid  to  them  upon  the 
trusts  of  the  deed. 

To  this  bill  JR.  Z).  Blake  filed  a  demurrer  for  want  of 
equity. 

Mr.  Tinney  and  Mr.  Laoat,  in  support  of  the  de- 
murrer, contended  that  there  was  no  valid  assignment 
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of  this  property,  it  being  at  the  time  a  mere  possibility, 
and  that  nothing  passed  to  the  trustees.  Feame  Coni. 
Bern.  549.,  Wright  v.  Wright,  {a)  That  the  deed  was 
inoperative,  no  creditors  being  parties  to  it* 

WaUwfn  V.  CoutU  (6),  Garrard  r.  Lord  Lauderdide  {c\ 
Colyear  v.  The  Countess  of  Muigra^oe.  {d) 

Mr.  Purois  (in  the  absence  of  Mr»Pemberton)  in  sup- 
port of  the  bill.  In  equity  a  possibility  is  assignable  for 
valuable  consideration,  Metcalfe  v.  The  Archbishop  of 
York  (e) ;  and  the  payment  of  the  debts  and  of  the  costs 
incurred  by  the  trustees  form  a  sufficient  consideration ; 
besides  which',  it  must  be  taken  to  be  the  fiu;t  that  Sir 
F.  Blaie  is  desirous  that  the  amount  should  be  paid  to 
the  Plaintiffs. 


The  deed  contains  a  power  of  attorney,  which,  being 
coupled  with  an  interest,  is  irrevocable  until  the  money 
advanced  has  been  repaid. 

Mr.  Tinn^t  in  reply.  In  Metcalfe  v.  The  Archbishop 
of  York  there  was  an  actual  consideration  at  the  time: 
here  the  deed  is  attempted  to  be  supported  by  pay- 
ments subseqi^ently  made. 

If  the  subject  matter  be  not  assignable,  it  matters  not 
whether  the  assignor  is  desirous  that  payment  should 
be  made  to  the  Plaintiffs  or  not ;  the  question  being 
whether,  under  the  deed,  they  have  in  themselves  such 
an  interest  as  will  enable  them  to  maintain  the  suit 

The 


(a)  1  F(e#.  sen.  409. 

(b)  5  Mer,  707. 

(c)  S  Sim.  1.;  ami  S  Rust.  4- 
Mi^.AS\. 


{d)  QKeen^Bl. 

(e)  1  Myl,  4-  Cr.  547. 
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The  Master  of  the  Rolls.  1840. 

The  Defendant  admits  that  he  is  the  legal  personal 
representative  of  WiUiam  Blake,  who  died  a  lunatic  pos- 
sessed of  personal  estate,  and  that  the  next  of  kin  of 
mUiam  Blake  were  Sir  Francii  Blake,  R.  D.  Blake, 
and  Mrs.  Stag.  It  is  admitted  that  the  Defendant  IL 
D.  Blake,  as  the  legal  personal  representative,  has  pos- 
sessed himself  of  the  estate,  and  that  he  must  account 
for  it  to  the  next  of  kin,  one  of  whom  is  Sir  Francis 
Blake,  but  it  is  denied  that  the  Plaintiffs  have  any  right 
to  sue. 

William  Blake,  the  intestate,  became  a  lunatic  in 
August  183S,  and  the  Defendant  Sir  Francis,  who  was 
one  of  the  presumptive  next  of  kin  at  the  time  of  the 
lunacy,  executed  two  contemporaneous  deeds,  by  one  of 
which  he  assigned  all  his  possible  interest  in  the  per- 
sonal estate  of  the  lunatic  The  other  was  a  declaration 
of  trust :  it  recites  that  several  debts  were  due  from  Sir 
JP.  Blake  at  the  time,  and  the  trusts  are  for  payment  of 
costs,  and  any  snms  which  they  might  ^4vance  for  the 
purposes  of  the  trust,  and  then  to  pay  Si^  F.  Blake  an 
annuity  of  700/.  a  year,  and  afterwards  to  pay  his  debts. 
Sir  Francis  had  no  actual  interest  in  the  property  of  the 
lunatic  at  the  time,  but  he  might  have,  if  living,  atthe 
lunatic's  death.  It  is  admitted  that  the  deed  was  exe- 
cuted ;  but  the  objections  taken  are,  first,  that  there  was 
no  proper  subject  of  assignment,  because  the  assignor 
had  only  a  possibility,  and  secondly,  that  there  was  no 
sufficient  consideration  for  the  deed. 

The  money  is  payable  to  Sir  Francis  Blake,  or  those 
claiming  under  him ;  the  Plaintiff  alleges,  and  it  is  ad- 
mitted by  the  demurrer,  that  Sir  Francis  Blake  is 
desirous  that  payment  should  be  made  to  the  Plaintiffs ; 

and 
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and  it  is  alleged  and  admitted  by  this  record  that  the 
deed  was  executed  by  Sir  R  Blake,  and  that  monies  have 
been  expended  by  the  trustees  on  the  faith  of  it.  I  am 
inclined  to  think  there  is  a  sufficient  consideration ;  but 
Sir  F.  Blake  being  admitted  to  be  desirous  that  the 
money  should  be  paid  to  the  Plainti£&,  I  think  the  de- 
murrer must  be  overruled. 


BETWEEN 

Jwie  15.  ANN  RYCROFT,  the  Wife  of  HENRY  RYCROFT, 
and  PAMELA  RYCROFT,  an  Infant,  by  their 
next  Friend        ...»  Plaintiffs; 


WILLIAM    M. 
CROFT 


AND 

CHRISTY    and    HENRY    RY- 
-  -  -  Defendants. 


;  doubtful 
whether  it  was 
settled  to  her 
separate  use. 
The  husband 
disclaimed 


A  feme  covert  rpHE  testator  John  Prices  by  his  will,  dated  in  1881,, 

position  of  bequeathed  his  personal  estate  to  the  Defendant 

to^wSi"      William  Miller  Christy^  on  trust  to  sell  and  invest,  and 

pay  the  dividends,  &c.  *^  unto,  or  permit  the  same  to  be 

received  and  taken  by  Ann  Bycrqft,  then  residing  with 

him  as  his  housekeeper,  or  her  assigns,  during  her  life, 

for  her  and  their  cnxn  absolute  use  and  benefit^*  and  after 

Held,  that        Yiet  decease  in  trust  for  his  natural  daughter  Pamela  by 
whether  sepa-     ,         .,      . 
rate  property    the  said  Ann  Rycrqft. 

or  not,  the  The 

husband's  di^ 

claimer  gave  effect  to  the  disposition  of  the  wife. 

^  A,  B,^  the  cejftitffiitf  iruit  of  monev  in  the  hands  of  a  trustee,  by  deed,  without  con- 
sideration, directed  part  of  the  dividends  to  be  paid  by  him  for  the  maintenance  of  an 
infant,  a  stranger  to  A.  B,y  and  covenanted  to  indemnifv  him,  and  agreed  to  allow 
the  same  out  of  the  dividends  of  the  trust  fund.  The  trustee  accepted  the  new 
trust,  and  acted  upon  the  deed :  Held,  that  there  was  a  valid  executed  trust  created, 
which  A.  B.  could  not  revoke. 
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The  testator  died  in  the  same  year,  leaving  Ann       1840. 
Rycrqft  and  her  daughter  Pamela^  and  also  another 
•natural  daughter  by  one  Ann  Elf, 

William  M.  Christy  proved  the  testator's  will. 

Ann  Bycroft  was  a  married  woman,   her  husband 
being  living  at  the  death  of  the  testator. 

The  daughter  of  Ann  Elf  being  wholly  unprovided 
for,  Ann  Rycrqft,  by  an  instrument  dated  the  21st  of 
December  18S1,  and  made  between  the  Plaintiff  Ann 
Bycroft  of  the  one  part,  and  WiUiam  M.  Christy  of  the 
other  part,  after  reciting  the  will,  and  that  the  testator 
had  another  child  by  Ann  Elf,  and  that  it  was  his 
express  wish  and  desire,  although  not  stated  in  his 
will,  that  the  said  Ann  Elf  should  be  paid  or  allowed 
out  of  his  estate  7^.  a  week  for  the  maintenance  and 
support  of  his  said  child  by  the  said  Ann  Elf,  as  the 
said  Ann  Bycrofi  did  thereby  acknowledge ;  it  was  wit- 
nessed that,  in  order  to  carry  into  effect  the  wish  and 
desire  of  the  testator,  Ann  Bycroft  did  thereby  direct 
W.  M.  Christy^  out  of  the  interest  of  500/.,  forming  part 
of  the  produce  of  the  estate  of  the  testator  secured  by 
the  warrant  of  attorney  of  one  Bichard  Meeson^  to  pay 
7s.  a  week  to  Ann  Elf  for  the  maintenance  of  her  child 
until  she  should  attain  sixteen  years.  Ann  Bycroft 
thereby  covenanted  to  indemnify  Christy  in  respect  of 
such  sum,  and  agreed  to  allow  the  same  to  Christy  out 
of  the  dividends  payable  to  her  under  the  will.  At  the 
time  of  Ann  Bycrqffs  executing  the  deed  she  was  a  mar- 
ried woman,  having  married  the  Defendant  Henry  By- 
crc^t  in  1811;  they  were  then  and  were  now  living 
separate. 

The  trustee  accepted  the  trusts  of  the  deed  of  18S1, 
and  acted  upon  it. 

In 
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1840.  In  18S5  Ann  Bycrqft  and  her  daughter  filed  a  bill 

against  her  husband  and  Christy  the  trustee,  for  the 
administration  of  the  estate.  H.  Ibfcn^  the  husband, 
by  his  answer,  disclaimed  all  interest  in  the  funds. 

By  an  order  on  further  directions,  it  was  referred  to 
the  Master  '^  to  inquire  and  state  to  the  Court,  whether 
the  agreement  in  the  answer  of  the  Defendant  W.  M. 
Christy  was  binding  on  Ann  BycrofiP  The  Master 
found  in  the  affirmative. 

The  Plaintiff  took  an  exception  to  the  report,  alleging 
that  the  Master  ought  to  have  found  that  the  agreement 
was  not  binding  on  the  Plaintiff.  This  exception  now 
came  on  for  argument. 

Mr.  C.  P.  Cooper^  for  the  Plaintiff,  contended  that  the 
words  of  the  will  did  not  create  a  separate  estate  in  Mrs. 
Rycrofti  Tyler  v.  Lake,  (a)  That  her  deed,  therefore, 
as  a  married  woman,  was  inoperative,  and  could  not 
become  effectual  by  the  subsequent  disclaimer  of  her 
husband.  That  this  was  an  executory  and  voluntary 
trust,  which  could  not  be  enforced  in  this  Court 

Mr.  Tinttey  and  Mr.  Keene^  contra^  contended  that 
the  words  used  by  the  testator  were  sufficient  to  create  a 
trust  for  tlie  separate  use  of  Mrs.  Rycrofti  who  therefore 
became,  as  regarded  the  property,  ^feme  sole^  Prichard 
V.  Ames  {b) ;  and  that  if  not,  then  that  the  effect  of  the 
disclaimer  of  her  husband  confirmed  her  previous  dis- 
position, lliat  a  valid  executed  trust  had  been  created, 
which  had  become  irrevocable  and  binding  on  the 
settlor,  her  husband  and  the  trustee. 

Mr. 

(a)  S  Ruts.  4r  M.  \  83.  (6)  Turner  i  R.  328. 
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Mr.  Cooper  in  reply.  184.0, 

The  Master  ^the  Rolls. 

This  case  has  been  very  ably  argued  by  the  counsel 
on  both  sides;  and  though  I  feel  considerable  diffi- 
culty, yet,  on  the  whole,  I  cannot  do  otherwise  than 
come  to  the  same  conclusion  as  the  Master.  The 
will  gives  the  income  to  this  lady  and  her  assigns 
during  her  life,  "  for  her  and  their  own  absolute  use 
and  benefit."  I  have,  undoubtedly,  very  great  difficulty 
in  saying  that,  by  the  form  of  words  contained  in  this 
will,  the  property  is  given  to  her  for  her  separate  use ; 
when  the  circumstances  are  considered,  it  is  very  pro- 
bable that  the  testator  so  intended  it ;  but  I  cannot  say 
that  such  is  the  effect  of  the  words.  At  the  testator's 
death,  Mrs.  Bjfcrqft  was  living  separate  and  apart  from 
her  husband;  the  income  was  at  her  disposal,  to^do 
as  she  pleased  with  it,  for  her  husband,  it  appears, 
did  not  in  any  way  concern  himself  therewith,  and 
having  afterwards  been  informed  of  the  gift,  he  actually 
disclaimed  all  interest  in  it,  and  thus  gave  e£fect  to  that 
which  his  wife  had'  done  with  it.  The  question,  there- 
fore, turns  on  that  which  Mrs.  Bycroft  had  done  in  the 
meanwhile ;  she  had  executed  this  deed,  which  recites 
(upon  what  foundation  in  fact  is  not  stated  here)  that  it 
was  the  wish  and  intention  of  the  testator,  from  whom 
she  derived  this  income,  that  this  child  should  be  main- 
tained and  supported.  What  did  she  do?  There 
was  a  suni  of  500/.  in  the  hands  of  the  trustee,  to  the 
income  of  which  she  was  entitled,  and  which,  when  re- 
ceived, it  was  then  the  duty  of  the  trustee  to  pay  to  Mrs. 
Bycroft ;  she  executed  an  instrument  which  contains  an 
express  direction  to  Mr.  Christy^  the  trustee,  to  pay  a 
certain  portion  of  that  property  to  the  child  of  Ann 
Mf.  So  far  as  Mrs.  Bycrqfl  had  the  power,  she  trans- 
ferred 
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ferred  the  trust  from  herself  to  the  object  she  desired  to 
be  benefited,  namely,  to  this  child,  and  from  the  moment 
when  that  direction  was  signed  and  accepted  by  Christy^ 
it  became  his  duty  to  pay  the  sum  directed  to  Ann  Elf. 
This  duty  being  imposed  upon  him,  and  there  being  no 
further  instrument  or  formality  to  be  executed,  it  be- 
came a  trust  binding  on  Mr.  Christy  to  the  extent  of 
that  direction.  Then  the  question  is,  whether  a  trust, 
which  is  executed  in  this  way,  can  be  rendered  execu- 
tory back  again  by  an  accident  which  subsequently  oc- 
curs, namely,  by  a  transfer  of  this  fund  into  Court  ? 
The  duty  which  is  once  fixed  is  not  to  be  changed  by 
any  circumstance  which  afterwards  occurs.  I  do  not 
think  upon  that  part  of  the  case  there  is  any  doubt, 
although  there  may  be  upon  the  other  point ;  I  think 
the  Master's  report  ought  to  be  confirmed. 


Aug.S. 


STRICKLAND  v.  STRICKLAND. 


rriHE   Plaintiff  by  his  original  bill  claimed  to  be 


The  Defendant  having  put  in  his  answer,  the  Plain- 
tiff  amended  his  bill,  by  which  he  abandoned  all  claim 
to  one  of  the  three  estates,  which  had  been  devised  by 

the 


Where  a  Plain- 

inent,  aban-       "^    tenant  for  life  of  three  estates  which  had  been  de- 

h°"^"  m*wid^  vised  by  the  will  of  the  testator,  Sir  George  Strickland, 

it  appears  be    to  three  different  persons,  with  remainders  over. 

has  in  that 

respect  acted 

vexatiously, 

the  Court,  on 

motion,  will 

direct  hijn  to 

pay  the  costs 

thereby  occ»> 

sioned. 

A  Plaintiff  hanng  filed  two  bills,  in  which  his  claims  were  inconsistent,  aban- 
doned part  of  the  relief  originally  asked :  Held,  that  he  had  acted  vexatiously,  and 
he  was  ordered  to  pay  the  additional  costs  incurred  by  the  abandoned  claim. 
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the  testator  to  his  son  Charles.     Though  the  amend-        1840. 
inents  were  not  of  any  considerable  length,  yet  a  new    s^J^^„ 
engrossment  of  the  bill  had  become  necessary.  «. 

StBICCLANO.; 

The  Plaintiff,  it  appeared,  had  also  filed  a  bill  in  the 
Yice^Chancellor^s  Court,  in  which  (as  was  considered 
by  .the  Master  of  the  Rolls  in  this  case)  the  claims  of 
the  Plaintiff  were  inconsistent  with  the  claims  which  he 
put  forward  in  this  suit,  i.  e.  he  claimed  under  the  will 
in  this  suit,  and  against  it  in  the  other. 

It  was  now  moved  on  the  part  of  the  Defendant,  that 
the  Plaintiff  ought  to  pay  all  the  costs  of  the  orginal 
bill,  and  the  costs  of  so  much  of  the  amended  bill  as 
related  to  the  third  estate. 

Mr.  Girdlestone  and  Mr.  Shudwellj  in  support  of  the 
motion,  cited  Masserene  v.  Lynd(m{a\  Smith  v.  Smith  (i), 
Bullock  V.  Perkins  (c)i  Mavor  \*  2)iy(rf)i  and  Monck 
V.  The  Earl  of  Tankerville  (^),  and  see  Dent  v. 
Wardel  (g).  Watts  v.  Manning  (A),  and  Peed  v.  Cw- 
sens.  (t) 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Bethell^  contri. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  cannot  help  regretting  that  a  motion  of  such  a 
nature  as  the  present  should  have  been  brought  for- 
ward in   this  form.      A  great  part  of  the  motion   is 
wholly,  groundless,  and  has  been  attempted  to  be  sup- 
ported 

(a)  9  B.  C.  C.  891.  {e)  10  Sim.  284. 

{i)  (r.  Cooper,  141.  (g)  \Duikent,3Z9. 

{e)  1  Diekent^UO.  (A)  1  Sim.  4  Si, Ail. 

((f)  S  Am.  i  St.  1 13.  (t)  I  Sa.4r  Sc.  176. 
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1840.        ported  by  reasoning  which,  if  it  were  to  prevail,  would 

g^^^^      render  it  impossible  to  amend  a  bill  with  any,  the  least 

«.  safety. 

Stkickland. 

*  The  Plaintiff  has,  by  his  bill,  claimed  estates  which 
were  originally  devised  by  Sir  George  Strickland  to 
three  different  persons.  He  has  amended  the  bill,  and 
continues  his  claim  as  to  two  estates,  and  has  dropped 
bis  claim  as  to  the  third.  It  is  said,  and  may  be  said 
truly,  that  if  the  claim  which  has  been  excluded  from 
the  amended  bill  had  also  been  excluded  from  the 
original  bill,  the  Defendant  would  have  been  spared 
some  costs,  both  in  the  copy  of  the  bill,  and  in  answer- 
ing these  particular  claims.  That  can  hardly  be  other- 
wise on  amending  a  bill,  when  any  part  of  the  relief 
is  waived ;  but  at  the  same  time  it  is  very  advantageous 
for  all  parties,  that  where  a  plaintiff  finds  he  cannot 
sustain  any  part  of  his  claim,  he  should  abandon  it  at 
the  earliest  stage  of  the  proceedings. 

It  is  said  that  if  a  plaintiff  makes  a  claim,  and  strikes 
out  the  statement  on  which  it  is  founded,  the  Court 
cannot,  at  the  hearing,  judge  of  the  amount  of  expence 
occasioned  thereby,  as  the  matter  is  no  longer  on  the 
record ;  there  is  that  technical  difficulty,  but  it  is  fre- 
quently overcome,  and  many  cases  have  occurred  in 
which  relief  in  respect  of  costs  has  been  given  as  to  parts 
of  the  bill  which  have  been  abandoned ;  but  is  the  de- 
fendant to  wait  until  the  hearing  of  tlie  cause,  if  vex- 
atious amendments  have  been  made?  I  have  no  doubt 
he  is  not,  but  is  entitled  to  a  speedier  remedy.  The 
question  therefore  comes  to  this,  whether  the  Plaintiff 
has  acted  vexatiously. 

• 

As  to  the  length  of  the  amendments,  there  is  nothing 
here  to  call  for  particular  observation.    I  think  there 

is 
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is  not,  from  quantity  of  matter,  any  proof  of  vexation.        1840. 

It  is  then  said  tliat  the  matter  has  been  brought  forward    ,!*^*^*^*^ 

^  Strickland 

vexatiously,  because,  in  another  bill,  the  Plaintiff  was  v. 

asking  relief  quite  inconsistent  with  his  claim  in  this    SxaicKLAKo. 

suit.    I  think,  from  the  circumstances,  that  the  claims 

are  totally  inconsistent;    «nd    the    proceeding  does, 

therefore,  appear  to  be  vexatious.    All  I  can  do,  is  to 

direct  an  enquiry  what  additional  costs  have  been  in-        • 

curred  by  this  claim,  which  has  been  abandoned.   These 

costs  must  be  taxed  and  ascertained ;  but  I  must  refuse 

the  costs  of  this  application,  on  the  ground  that,  too 

much  is  asked,  by  the  notice  of  motion. 


In  re  SHARFs  Patent.  Nov.  5,  e. 

Dec.  S2. 

Ex  parte  WORDSWORTH. 

^^N  the  8th  of  October  1836  John  Sharp  obtained  a  Extent  of  the 
^^  patent  for  an  alleged  invention  of  machinery  "  for  {^e  Master  of 
converting  ropes  into  tow,  and  of  improvements  in  ma-  the  Rolls  to 
1.  r  •       V  a       c  *      '  ^     e  alter  the  en- 

chmery  for  prepanng  hemp  or  flax  for  spmnmg,  part  of  rolments  of 

which  improvements  were  also  applicable  to  the  preparing  the  specifica- 

of  cotton,  wool,  and  silk  for  spinning."    A  specification  tents. 

of  the  invention  was  enrolled  on  the  8th  of  April  1837.     ^  J?"^®''  ^^^ 

c.  83.,  a  paten- 

On  the  3 1st  of  May  1838   the  petitioner,  Joshua  JhoriL^offhc 

Wordsworthf  obtained  a  patent  for  an  alleged  invention  Solicitor-Ge- 

of  improvements  in  machinery,  *^for  heckling  and  dress-  amemoran- 

ing  flax,  hemp,  and  other  fibrous  materials."  <*u.™  of  alter- 

ation  of  the 
After  enrolment  of 
the  specifica- 
tion, and  which  it  was  alleged  extended  the  patent  and  infringed  upon  another 
patent  granted  to  the  petitioner:  Held,  that  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  had  no  juris- 
diction to  order  such  meroorandum  of  alteration  to  be  expunged. 

Vol.  III.  S 
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1840.  After  the  date  of  this  patent,  and  before  die  apeeifi- 

^^T^'^"'^  cation  of  the  petitioner's  invention  bad  been  enrolled,  Mr. 
Sharp's  Sharp^  in  September  1838,  obtained  from  the  Solicitor* 
Patent,  General  an  order  or  certificate,  directed  to  the  clerk  of 
the  patents,  whereby  it  was  certified,  that  John  Sharp  bad 
applied  to  the  Solicitor-General  for  leave  to  enter  with 
the  clerk  of  the  patents,  certain  memorandums  of  alter- 
ation of  part  of  the  specification  of  the  invention  for 
which  letters  patent  had  been  granted  to  him ;  and  that 
the  Solicitor^General,  on  considering  the  said  appli- 
cation, had  directed  the  said  John  Sharp  to  advertise 
his  said  alterations  in  the  London  Gazette  and  certain 
other  papers ;  that  such  advertisements  had  been  duly 
made,  and  that  no  objection  having  been  made  to  the 
said  application,  the  Solicitor-Greneral  had  accordingly 
granted  leave  to  the  said  John  Sharp  to  file  his  said 
memorandums,  of  alterations  pursuant  to  the  statute  of 
the  6  rV,  4.  c.  88. 

By  this  statute  it  is  enacted,  that  any  patentee  may, 
if  he  think  fit,  enter  with  the  clerk  of  the  patents  of 
Englandj  ^^  having  first  obtained  the  leave  of  his  Mar 
jesty's  Attorney-General  or  Solicitor-General  in  case  of 
an  English  patent,"  certified  by  his  ^t  and  signature, 
c<  a  disclaimer  of  any  part  of  either  the  title  of  the  in- 
vention or  of  the  specification,  stating  the  reason  for 
such  disclaimer;  or  may  with  such  leave  as  aforesaidj 
enter  a  memorandum  of  any  alteration  in  the  said  title 
or  specification,  not  being  such  disclaimer  or  such  aUer^ 
ation  as  shall  extend  the  exclusive  right  granted  by  the 
said  letters  patent ;  and  such  disclaimer  or  memorandum 
of  alteration  being  filed  by  the  said  clerk  of  the  patents, 
and  enrolled  with  the  specification,  shall  be  deemed  and 
taken  to  be  part  of  such  letters  patent,  or  such  specifi- 
cation in  all  courts  whatever."  It  then  provides  that  any 
person  shall  have  a  right  to  enter  a  caveat^  and  be  heard 

before 
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before  the  Attorney  or  Solicitor-Oeneral,  who  before  1840. 

granting  the  fiat  may  require  the  disclaimer  or  alter-*  i!^'^ 

atton  to  be  advertised.  SaAap't 


The  specification  of  the  petitioner's  inyention  was 
enrolled  On  the  30th  Naoember  18S8,  before  the  pe* 
titioher  had  been  informed  of  the  memorandum  of 
alteration  filed  by  Sharp. 

The  petitioner  Wordfixxurth  now  presented  his  petition 
to  the  Master  of  the  Rolls,  alleging  that  the  machinery 
described  in  Sharp^s  memorandum  of  alteration^  don* 
stituted  a  new  machine,  or  arrangement  of  machinery, 
and  extended  the  exclusive  riglit  granted  by  Sharp's 
patent;  and  was  also  in  substance  the  same  machinery 
which  was  invented  by  the  petitioner,  and  was  described 
in  his  specification. 

The  petition  prayed  ^  That  such  portions  of  the  said 
memorandums  of  alterations  in  the  said  specification  of 
the  8th  of  April  1837,  filed  by  Mr.  Sharp,  as  were  in 
substance  descriptive  of  the  same  machinery,  as  was 
invented  by  the  petitioner,  might  be  expunged  from 
the  memorandum  of  alterations  and  the  rolls  of  the 
Court,'*  with  costs. 

Mr.  Pemberton,  and  Mr.  James  EusBellj  in  support  of 
the  petition. 

The  alteration  which  has  been  made  in  the  specifi- 
cation of  the  patent  is  such  as  the  act  of  parliament 
does  not  warrant.  The  act  expressly  provides  that  the 
alteration  shall  not  extend  the  patent,  but  here  it  is 
extended  in  such  a  manner  as  to  infringe  upon  the 
patent  right  of  the  petitioner  to  bis  very  great  pre- 
judice ;  from  this  he  ought  to  be  relieved. 

S  2  The 
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1840«  The  statute  provides  that  the  alteration  in  the  spe- 

cification shall  be  taken  as  part  of  the  letters  patent  in 
all  courts  whatever;  if  this  alteration,  unwarranted 
by  the  statute,  is  to  be  considered  as  part  of  the  records 
of  the  court,  then  this  Court  has  jurisdiction  to  ex- 
punge the  irregular  entry  on  its  rolls.  The  records  of 
the  different  courts  have  always  been  subject  to  their 
jurisdiction  and  authority,  and  if  the  Court  finds  they 
are  not  in  the  state  they  ought  to  be,  it  will  correct 
them.  In  Bedmund's  Case  {a)  Sir  J.  Leach  ordered  an 
error  in  the  enrolment  of  a  specification  to  be  cor- 
rected. 

The  legislature  could  never  have  intended  that  the 
Attorney  and  Solicitor-General  should  have  an  un- 
controlled authority  to  order  any  alteration  whatever  in 
a  patent,  or  to  direct  any  entry  they  pleased  on  the 
rolls  of  the  court ;  for  if  they  are  to  decide  conclusively 
without  giving  parties,  in  whose  absence  they  decide, 
the  power  of  appealing,  then,  if  the  Jiat  of  the  At- 
torney-General were  granted  by  fraud,  accident,  or 
mistake,  there  would  be  no  means  of  correcting  the 
error.  There  is  no  other  jurisdiction  to  which  this 
application  can  be  made,  and  if  this  Court  ever  had 
jurisdiction  to  correct  its  own  records,  it  can  only  be 
taken  away  by  express  enactment;  Attorney^General 
V.  AspinaU  (i),  Attorney-General  v.  The  Corporation  of 
Norwich  {c)f  Attorney-General  v.*  The  Corporation  of 
Poole  (d),  and  see  Attorney-General  v.  Wilson  {e) ;  there 
is  no  exclusion  of  the  jurisdiction  of  this  Court  in  the 
statute  in  question,  it  must  consequently  still  remain. 
The  Court,  therefore,  has  authority  to  control  the  dis- 
cretion 

(a)  5  Ruti.  44.  (rf)  4  Myl.  ^  Cr,  17. 

W  2  Myi.  4-  CV.  615.  (r)  1  Cr.  4"  P^'  1. 

(c)  2Mjfl.4^Cr.450. 
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cretion  of  the  Attorney-General,  and  to  judge  whether,  1840. 

under  the  act  of  parliament,  the  memorandum  is  such  ^^^^^"^^ 

as  to  be  proper  to  be  added  to  the  record.  Sharp's 


Again,  the  Attorney-General  is  only  authorised  to 
sanction  such  a  memorandum  as  does  not  extend  the 
patent.  Here  the  memorandum  does  extend  the  patent. 
The  act  of  parliament  therefore  does  not  apply,  and 
the  amendment  may  be  treated  as  surreptitious,  and  as 
forming  no  part  of  the  rolls.  It  will  be  said,  that  in. 
this  view  of  the  case,  the  petitioner  will  not  be  pre- 
judiced, as  on  the  trial  of  an  action  at  law,  the  fact  will 
appear  that  the  alteration  was  unwarranted ;  but  the  act 
expressly  provides  that  the  alteration  ^'  shall  be  deemed 
and  taken  to  be  part  of  such  letters  patent  or  specifica- 
tion in  all  courts  whatever :  **  the  altered  specification 
will  therefore  be  conclusive.  Independently  of  this,  the 
petitioner  has  a  right  to  try  an  action  without  these 
words ;  and  as  where  a  deed  or  other  instrument  forms 
a  cloud  over  the  title  of  a  party,  this  Court  will  order  it 
to  be  delivered  up,  so  here  the  Court  will  relieve  the 
petitioner  from  the  ejects  of  an  improper  entry  on  the 
records  of  the  Court  made  in  his  absence. 

They  cited  Perry  v.  Skinner  (a),  in  which  it  was  held 
that  where  a  patent  is  originally  yoid,  but  amended  under 
5  8c  6  W.^.  c.  83.,  by  filing  a  disclaimer  of  part  of  the 
invention,  that  act  has  not  a  retrospective  operation,  so 
as  to  make  a  party  liable,  for  an  infringement  of  the 
patent,  prior  to  the  time  of  entering  such  disclaimer. 

Mr.  M.  D.  Hill  and  Mr.  Bacon^  contra^  contended 
that  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  had  no  jurisdiction  to  do 
that  which  was  asked  by  the  petition;  that  the  alteration 

was 
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1840.  w^s  not  even  n  record  in  iu  strict  sense,  and  that,  if  it 
were,  the  Master  of  the  Roils,  sitting  as  the  keeper  of 
the  records,  had  no  power  to  expunge  the  alteration 
sanctioned  by  the  proper  authority :. for  his  jurisdic* 
don,  in  this  respect,  was  confined  to  the  amendment 
of  clerical  errors  only. 

They  admitted  the  principle  kid  down  in  the  deci- 
sions on  the  Municipal  Corporation  Act,  that  an  old 
jurisdiction  was  not  excluded  foy  the  erection  of  a  new 
tribunal,  but  contended,  that  before  the  act  relating  to 
patents,  this  court  had,  in  reality,  no  jurisdiction  what- 
ever on  the  subject.  That  the  right  of  disclaimer,  and 
of  eflbcting  an  alteration  in  the  title  in  specification  was 
a  new  creation,  for  the  determination  of  the  questions 
regarding  which,  the  legislature  had  created  a  special 
tribunal,  from  which  there  was  no  appeal  to  this  Court ; 
that  if  this  Court  could  rehear  the  decision  of  the  So- 
licitor-Oeneral,  the  sane  right  applied  to  the  Judicial 
Committee  of  the  Privy  Council ;  that  this  petition  was 
a  mere  contrivance  for  trying,  all  questions  on  alterations 
or  disclaimers  in  patents,  before  the  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

That  no  hardship  existed,  as  in  an  action  at  law,  a 
defendant  was  not  estopped  by  the  statements  in  the 
patent,  but  might  disprove  the  recitals  therein  that  the 
invention  was  new  and  useful. 

They  also  contended  that  the  remedy,  if  any,  was  by 
scire  facku^  and  not  by  petition  to  the  Master  of  the 
•  Rolls. 

•    Mr.  PenAerton^  in  reply. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  (after  stating  the  circum- 
stances).    The  petitioner  complains  of  this  proceeding 

as 
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is  ii^nrioos  to  him,  as  it  undoubtedly  is,  if  the  &cts  be  1840. 
as  fdleged ;  and  he  prays  that  such  portions  of  the  me^ 
norandnm  in  Sharffs  specification  as  are  in  substance 
descriptive  of  the  machinery  invented  by  the  petitioner, 
maj  be  expunged  from  the  memorandum  of  alterations 
and  the  rolls. 

The  question  now  is,  whether,  supposing  the  facts  to 
be  as  alleged,  I  have  authority  to  do  what  is  asked,  and 
I  am  very  clearly  of  opinion  that  I  have  not 

Patents  for  inventions  are  granted  on  condition  of  a 
specification  of  each  invention  being  enrolled  in  a  limited 
time,  and  except  for  the  purpose  of  correcting  mere 
verbal  or  clerical  errors,  proved  to  have  arisen  from 
mistake  or  inadvertence,  I  am  of  opinion  that  I  have 
no  authority  to  make  any  alteration  in  the  enrolment 
of  the  patent  or  specification. 

The  party  enrolling  his  specification  does  it  at  his 
own  peril ;  and  if  in  his  specification  he  expresses  some- 
thing by  which  his  patent  is  rendered  invalid,  he  must 
submit  to  all  the  legal  consequences;  and  those  who 
have  a  right  to  take  advantage  of  any  error  of  his,  must 
do  so  in  a  legal  course :  they  cannot  require  the  Keeper 
of  the  Records  or  Rolls  to  alter  that  which  the  patentee 
has  claimed  or  disclaimed  in  his  specification,  and  compel 
hiqo,  by  such  enforced  alteration,  to  say  something  which 
he  never  intended  to  say. 

There  were  very  good  reasons  for  relieving  patentees 
firom  some  of  the  risks  and  difficulties  to  which  they 
were  liable  from  errors  in  their  specifications :  and  the 
statute  5  &  9  fT.  4.  c;  83.  authorised  disclaimers  and  me- 
morandums of  alteration  to  be  filed  and  enrolled  with 
the  leave  of  the  Attorney  or  Solicitor-General:  and 

S  4  enacted 
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1 840.  enacted,  that  when  filed  and  enrolled,  the  same  should  be 
deemed  and  taken  to  be  part  of  such  letters  patent  or 
specification,  ue.  as  the  act  has  been  expounded  (a), 
shall  be  deemed  and  taken  to  be  part  of  the  letters 
patent  or  specification  from  the  time  of  filing  the  memo- 
randum  of  alteration. 

And  considering  the  memorandum  of  alteration  as 
now  being  part  of  the  specificadon,  I  conceive  that  it 
ought  to  be  dealt  with  as  such,  and  no  otherwise. 

If  k  were  alleged  that  the  enrolled  memorandum  of 
alteration,  by  mistake  of  the  writer,  contained  verbal  or 
clerical  errors  by  means  of  which  something  was  enrolled 
contrary  to  the  true  intent  of  the  party,  and  if  sufficient 
evidence  were  given  of  the  fact,  I  should  think  myself 
authorised,  by  precedent,  to  correct  the  error  and  make 
the  enrolment  accord  with  the  proved  intention  of  the 
party  at  the  time  of  the  enrolment. 

But  it  l)as  never  been  supposed  that  the  Master  of  the 
Rolls,  as  Keeper  of  the  Records,  had  authority  to  permit 
or  to  order  an  erroneous  claim  to  be  expunged  or 
amended.  The  party  may  have  claimed  too  much,  and 
thereby  made  his  patent  good  for  nothing,  or  may  have 
omitted  to  claim  something  which  he  was  justly  entitled 
to ;  but  on  such  grounds  the  Keeper  of  the  Records 
could  not  interfere  on  his  behalf  or  at  his  instance;  and 
I  apprehend  that  no  attempt  has  ever  been  made  to  in- 
duce the  Keeper  of  the  Records  to  expunge  by  his 
authority  some  claim  which  the  patentee  desired  to  sus- 
tain, and  was  willing  to  defend  in  due  course  of  law. 

Under  the  late  statute  the  disclaimer  is  not  to  be  such 
as  shall  extend  the  exclusive  right  granted  by  the  letters 

patent, 
(a)  Perry  v.  Skinner,  2  Meet.  ^  JK.  471. 


Patent* 
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patent     But  the  Keeper  of  the  Records  as  siich  has  no        1840. 
authority  to  decide  whether  there  is  any  extension ;  nor     ^^""^^^"'^ 
has  he,  in  that  character,  any  means  of  investigating  the       Suabp's 
truth  and  justice  of  the  case«     It  is  no  part  of  his  duty, 
when  he  receives  the  enrolment  into  his  custody,  to 
consider  whether  the  Attorney  or  Solicitor-General  has 
improperly  given  leave  to  file  the  memorandum,  nor  can 
he  afterwards  determine  any  such  question. 

I  delayed  my  decision  in  this  case  for  the  purpose  of 
inquiring  what  had  heretofore  been  done  in  the  amend- 
mend  of  enrolments  in  this  Court ;  and  from  the  inform- 
ation which  I  have  received,  it  would  seem  that  it  has 
always  been  usual  to  amend  clerical  errors.  When 
errors  have  been  made  in  grants,  as  was  said  ^^per  in- 
curiam  et  ex  inani  inadvertentia  scriptorisy*  they  have  been 
amended  by  the  Master  of  the  Rolls ;  sometimes  under 
the  authority  of  a  warrant  from  the  Crown,  sometimes 
with  the  consent  of  the  Attorney-General,  sometimes  in 
consequence  of  a  reference  to  him  by  the  Lord  Chan- 
cellor ;  and  there  is  an  instance  of  an  amendment  being 
made  by  an  order  of  the  Lord  Chancellor,  pursuant  to 
an  order  of  the  King.  The  errors  have  been  proved 
and  rectified  by  comparison  with  the  Writ  of  Privy 
Seal,  or  with  the  signed  bill,  or  with  the  origmal  grant 

At  an  early  period  the  enrolment  of  the  acknowledg- 
ment of  a  deed  was  amended  at  the  request  of  the . 
grantor  who  had  acknowledged  it. 

I  have  not  been  supplied  with  any  early  instance  of 
amending  the  specification  of  a  patent  invention,  but 
the  recent  instances  of  such  amendments  have  been  of 
this  kind :  In  a  case  before  Lord  Giffbrd  in  1824,  the 
word  ^^wire^*  bad  been  written  instead  of  ^^Jire^^  and 
he  ordered  the  specification  to  be  amended.    In  the 

case 
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1840*  case  <rf  Bedmond^  an  erroDeous  traospositioii  of  num- 
bers was  ameoded  by  order  of  Sir  John  Leachj  who»  in 
a  subsequent  case,  ordered  to  be  amended  two  errors, 
by  one  of  which  the  word  **  which  "  was  written  instead 
of  ^*  wheel;''  and  by  the  other,  of  which  the  word  ^  in- 
crease "  had  been  written  instead  of  the  word  *^  inoerseJ' 

I  have  had  some  simiUr  cases  before  me,  in  which 
there  have  been  errors  more  or  less  numerous,  but  all 
of  the  same  kind. 

And  in  every  case  which  has  occurred,  it  has  plainly 
been  intended  to  do  no  more  than  to  amend  mere  slips 
or  clerical  errors  made  by  the  parties,  or  the  agents  of 
the  parties,  who  intending  to  make  an  accurate  enrol- 
ment, have,  by  mere  inadvertence,  made  an  enrolment 
which  was  not  what  it  purported  to  be,  a  true  state- 
ment of  that  which  the  party  intended  at  the  time;  and 
not  only  has  strict  evidence  of  error  been  required,  but 
in  order  to  enable  any  third  party  to  dispute  the  validity 
of  the  amendment  and  of  the  order,  it  has  been  directed 
that  the  order  itself  should  be  endorsed  on  the  enrol- 
ment. 

It  does  not  appear  that  the  Master  of  the  Rolls,  as 
Keeper  of  the  Records  in  Chancery,  has  ever  exercised 
any  greater  authority  than  I  have  stated  in  matters  of 
this  kind ;  and  being  of  opinion  that  I  have  no  juris- 
diction to  make  any  such  order  as  is  asked  by  this 
petition ;  I  must  dismiss  the  petition  with  costs. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


The  ATTORNEY-GENERAL  v.  CHAPMAN.         Nov.  25. 

rpHE  testator,  George  Perkins^  by  his  will,  dated  in  Payment  of 
-'-    1799,  directed  his  executors,  therein  named,  to  executor/ 

purchase  out  of  his  personal  estate  so  much  in  the  commencing 

,  ,  ,  SIX  yean  Bilter 

d  per  cent  consolidated  Bank  annuities  as  would  pro-  the  testator's 

duce  a  yearly  sum  of  20/,,   and  to  stand  possessed  ^^^»^J^^ 
thereof  upon  trust  to  pay  the  dividends  to  the  vicar  and  seven  years: 
churchwardens  for  the  time  being  of  the  parish  of  Bar-  ^^^^  an  ad- 
raahupon^Soar^  to  be  distributed  by  them '  on  the  21st  mission  of 
of  December  yearly  amongst  the  necessitous  poor  of  that  ^^^^  ^he 
parish ;  and  the  testator  declared  that  the  sum  necessary  ^^^^f.  R?" 
to  make  such  purchase  should  be  the  first  charge  on 
hb  personal  estate,  and  should  be  paid  before  his  debts 
and  other  legacies,  which  he  thereby  charged  upon  his 
real  estates  in  the  event  of  his  personal  estate  being  in- 
sufficient to  satisfy  them  after  such  investment  as  afore- 
said had  been  made ;  and  after  devising  his  real  estates 
charged  as  aforesaid  to  William  Chapman  and  Daniel 
Chapman^  and  directing  his  personal  estate  to  be  valued 
and  divided  between  them,  he  appointed  them  his  exe- 
cutors accordingly. 

The  testator  died  in  the  following  yean 

It  could  not  be  ascertained  whether  any  investment 
bad  been  actually  made  to  answer  the  SO/,  a  year,  though 
it  was  supposed  there  bad  been^  and  that  the  amount  had 
been  sold  out.    No  such  investment,  however,  existed. 

William  Chapman,  one  of  the  executors,  died  in  1804, 
and  Daniel  Chapman,  the  other  executor,  died  in  1820, 
having  regularly  paid  the  SO/,  down  to  the  time  of  his 
death. 

Daniel 
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The 
Attorney- 
General 

V. 

Chapman. 
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Daniel  Chapman  appointed  his  son,  the  Defendant 
Joseph  Chapman,  his  executor,  and  devised  his  real  estate 
to  his  other  sons.  After  Daniel  Chapman's  death,  his 
devisees,  considering  the  20/.  a  year  to  be  a  charge  on 
the  real  estate,  continued  to  pay  it  down  to  tlie  year 
1826,  when  they  refused  to  make  any  further  payments^ 
whereupon  the  Defendant,  Joseph  Chapman,  the  executor 
of  D.  Chapman,  continued  to  pay  it  down  to  the  year 
18 S3;  but  from  that  time  he  also  refused  to  continue 
any  further  payment. 


An  information  was  filed  by  the  Attorney-General 
against  Joseph  Chapman,  to  compel  him  to  purchase,  such 
a  sum  of  stock  as  would  produce  20/.  per  annum,  for  the 
charity,  and  insisting  that  as  executor  of  Daniel,  he  had, 
by  his  conduct,  admitted  assets  of  Daniel  so  as  to  make 
himself  personally  liable. 

The  information  now  came  on  for  hearing. 

Mr.  Pemberion  and  Mr.  Blunt,  for  the  Attorney-Ge- 
neral, asked  for  a  decree,  with  costs,  in  the  first  instance, 
on  the  ground  that  he  had  admitted  assets,  and  made 
himself  personally  liable. 


Mr.  Kindersley  and  Mr.  Messiter,  for  the  Defendant 
Joseph  Chapman,  insisted  that  the  Defendant  was  entitled 
to  have  an  account  taken  of  the  assets  of  Daniel  Chap- 
man,  possessed  by  him;  and  that  his  liability  would  be 
limited  to  the  balance  found  against  him. 

Mr.  Stevenson,  for  the  vicar  and  churchwarden. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  Defendant  has,  for  seven  years,  paid  the  20/.  to 
the  charity,  and  the  first  payment  was  made  six  years 

after 
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after  the  death  of  his  testator.   He  had,  therefore,  ample 

time  to  ascertain  the  state  of  the  assets.   In  this  situation 

of  circumstances  he  must  be  taken  to  have  admitted     Attornet- 

assels,  and  is  no  longer  entitled  to  have  any  account  of     G^^'^^al 

them,  but  must  be  declared  liable  to  make  good  the     Chapman. 

fund. 


PLATT  V.  ROUTE.  ^VL'^' 

1841. 
•/an.  16. 

^■^HE  testator  John  Ramsderij  by  his   will  dated  in  A  testator 
^    1825,  devised  and  bequeathed  his  real  and  per-  frjlfajy^e^ute 

sonal  estate  to  his  daughter  Judith  Ann  Platty  J.  Routhj  >«  ^n^st  for  his 

1  ,  11.,  .      daughter  for 

ana  two  other  persons,  whom  he  appointed  executrix  life,  with  re- 

and  executors,  in  trust  to  sell  and  convert  and  invest  "'^"'^cr  to 

such  persons 
the  produce  in  the  funds,  and  pay  the  dividends  to  J.  (other  than 

A.  Piatt  for  her  life ;  and  after  her  death  upon  trust,  to  ^n^fhei^r"'^  ^' 

pay  two  legacies  of  3000/.  each ;  and  the  said  testator  relations)  as 

thereby  directed,  that  after  such  last-mentioned  pay-  will  appoint/ 

ments,  his  then  surviving  trustees  should  stand  and  be  ""^  >"  default, 

1     r   1         .1  .  1      /»     J  J  ^^®'*»  ""d  if 

possessed  or  the  said  trust  monies,  stocks,  lunds,  and  the  daughter 

securities,   and    the    dividends,    interest,   and   income  ™«»'"cdorre- 

thereof,  and  of  the  rents  and  profits  of  his  said  free-  from  A,  or 

hold  and  copyhold  hereditaments  and  premises,    until  relations^then 

the  sale  of  the  same,  upon  trust  for  such  person  or  per-  she  was  to 

sons  (other  than  and  except  Joseph  fVoodhead,  otherwise  power.    The 

Woodward,  of  Russia  Itow,  Cheapside,  and  his  relations,  daughter  ap- 

Moses  Hqper  of  Dorset  Street,  esquire,   and  his  rela-  property  by 

tions,  ^'Y'^^'  ^ 
Held,  on  her 

death ;   JSrsi,  that  under  the  legacy  duty  act,  she  had  a  general  and   absolute 

power  of  appointment,  and  that,  therefore,  legacy  duty  was  payable  on  the  residue, 

under  the  first  will ;  secondly ,  that  no  probate  duty  was  payable  on  the  probate  of 

the  daughter's  will,  in  respect  of  such  residue ;  and,  thirdly,  that  legacy  duty  was 

also  payable  on  the  same  residue  so  appointed  under  the  will  of  the  daughter. 
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1840.  tions,  and  the  relations  of  the  late  husband  of  the 
testator's  said  daughter,  and  every  of  diem),  in  such 
parts,  shares,  and  proportions,  for  such  intents  and  pur* 
poses,  and  in  such  manner  and  form  as  the  said  J.  jL 
Plattj  as  well  when  covert  or  sole,  and  notwithstand- 
ing her  coverture,  by  her  last  will  and  testament  in 
writing,  or  any  writing  purporting  to  be  or  being  in  the 
nature  of  her  last  will  and  testament,  or  any  codicil  or 
codicils  thereto,  to  be  by  her  signed  and  published  in 
the  presence  of  and  attested  by  two  or  more  credible 
witnesses,  should  direct  or  appoint;  and  in  default  of 
such  direction  or  appointment,  and  so  far  as  any  such 
direction  or  appointment,  if  incomplete,  should  not  ex- 
tend, upon  trust  for  the  next  of  kin  of  Djfson  Bamsien^ 
late  of  tVatercIaughf  in  the  parish  of  SotUh  Oramy  near 
HaUfax,  in  equal  shares  and  proportions,  and  to  pay 
the  same  accordingly. 

And  by  the  testator's  will  it  was  provided,  and  he 
did  thereby  expressly  declare  his  will  and  mind  to  be, 
that  in  case  his  said  daughter  Judith  Ann  Piatt 
should  at  any  time  thereafter  intermarry  with  the  said 
Joseph  fVoodheadj  otherwise  Woodward^  or  with  any 
of  his  relations,  or  in  case  she  should  reside  with,  or 
should  visit,  or  receive  visits  from  him  [the  said  J<, 
Woodheadf  otherwise  Woodward,  or  any  of  his  relations, 
then,  and  in  any  or  either  of  the  said  cases,  the  said 
testator  declared,  that  all  and  singular  the  gifts  and 
bequests  to,  and  the  trusts  contained  in  his  said  will 
in  favour  of,  and  the  power  of  appointment  therein- 
before given  to,  the  testator's  said  daughter,  should  from 
thenceforth  be  absolutely  null  and  void  to  all  intents, 
and  effects,  and  purposes ;  and  then  and  from  thence- 
forth the  said  testator  directed  that  his  said  trustees, 
their  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns  should  stand 
and  be  possessed  of  all  and  singular  the  said  trust 

monies. 
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monies,  stocks,  fiinds,  and  securities,  upon  trust  with  1840. 
and  out  of  the  said  dividends,  interest,  and  income 
thereof,  to  pay  to  his  said  daughter  the  weekly  sum  of 
405.  and  no  more,  during  her  life;  and  subject  thereto,  it 
was  the  testator's  will,  that  the  whole  of  his  said  trust 
monies^  stocks,  funds,  and  securities,  and  the  dividends, 
interest,  and  income  thereof,  should  go  and  belong  tOy 
and  be  held  in  trust  for,  the  next  of  kin  of  the  said 
Lyson  Bamsden,  to  whom  the  said  testator  gave  and 
bequeathed  the  same  accordingly. 

The  testator  died  in  3%,  1836,  tbe  estate  was 
realized,  and  the  income  of,  the  residue  was  paid  to 
Mr9.  Piatt  during  her  life.  She  Inarried  George  Edward 
Plattf  who  survived  her,  and  on  the  97th  of  Jprilf 
18379  she  made  a  will  in  execution  of  the  power  given 
to  her  by  her  (ather^s  will,  and  thereby  gave  and  ap- 
pointed her  father's  residuary  estate  to  various  persons^ 
and  amongst  other  sums,  gave  10,000/.  bank  8  per 
cent,  annuities,  to  the  descendants  of  Dyson  Bamsd^ 
and  she  appointed  the  residue  to  Mr.  Walter  Drake. 

All  the  persons  named  as  cestuiqtte  trusts  in  the  ap- 
pointment made  by  the  will  of  Mrs.  Piatt  were  strangers 
in  blood  both  to  Mr.  Eamsden  and  to  Mrs.i%i^,  except 
the  descendants  of  Di/son  Bamsden;  Dyson  Bamsden 
was  a  first  cousin  of  the  testator,  John  Bamsden. 

Mrs.  Piatt  died  in  September  1887. 

The  estate  was  administered  in  this  Court,  and  a 
question  having  arisen  respecting  the  amount  of  probate 
and  legacy  duty  payable  upon  the  property  bequeathed 
by  the  wills  of  John  Bamsden  and  Judith  Ann  Piatt,  a 
sum  of  40,000/.  3^  per  cent,  reduced  anniiities  was 
carried  over  to  an  account,  entitled,  **  The  Chums  of 

.    Probate 
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1840.  Probate  and  Legacy  Duty  Account,"  and  a  case  was  sub- 
mitted for  the  opinion  of  the  Judges  of  the  Court  of 
Exchequer  upon  the  subject 

The  Judges  certified  their  opinion  to  be  (a). 

That,  on  the  death  of  Judith  Ann  Platt^  a  legacy 
duty  of  one  per  cent  became  payable  in  respect  of  the 
bequest  in  the  will  otJokn  Bamsden  of  the  residue  of  his 
estate  and  effects  to  the  said  Judith  Ann  Plattf  after 
allowmg  any  duty  already  paid  in  respect  thereof. 

That  no  probate  duty  was  payable  upon  the  probate 
of  the  will  of  Judith  Ann  Piatt  in  respect  of  the  estate 
and  effects  of  her  late  father,  appointed  by  her  in  pur- 
suance of  the  power  given  to  her  by  his  will ;  and 

That  legacy  duty  was  payable  in  respect  of  the  be- 
quests contained  in  the  will  of  the  said  Judith  Ann  Platfj 
at  the  same  rate  at  which  such  duty  would  have  been 
payable  if  the  bequests  had  been  mere  legacies  given  by 
her  payable  out  of  her  personal  estate. 

Both  the  Aitomey-Generalj  and  Mr.  Drake  who  was 
entitled  to  the  fund  in  Court  subject  to  the  payment  of 
the  duty,  were  dissatisfied  with  the  certificate,  and  each 
presented  petitions  to  this  Court  on  the  subject 

Mr.  Drakej  by  his  petition,  alleged  that  no  legacy 
duty  whatever  was  payable  in  respect  of  the  residuary 
estate  of  the  testator  John  Ramsden,  which,  by  his  will, 
was  given  after  the  death  of  Judith  Ann  Piatt  to  her 
appointees ;  or,  if  any  duty  was  payable  thereon,  that 
such  duty  only  was  payable  as  would  have  been  payable, 
if  the  appointment  made  by  Judith  Ann  Piatt  had  been 
part  of  the  will  of  John  Ramsdenj  and  the  appointees 

of 
(a)  eMeeMH^  W.ISe. 
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o(  Judith  Ann  Piatt  had  been  named  in  the  will  of  John       1840. 
Bamsdenj  to  take  bis  residuary  estate  in  the  manner 
directed  by  the  appointment;  and  be  submitted,  that 
the  certificate  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer  was,  as  to  the 
opinion  in  respect  of  the  legacy  duty,  erroneous. 

The  Attomey-General  by  bis  petition  alleged,  that 
according  to  the  statutes  in  that  behalf  made  and  pro- 
vided, not  only  legacy  duty  was  payable  in  respect  of 
the  residuary  estate  of  the  testator  John  Ramsden^  which 
was  given  by  his  will,  but  that  probate  duty  was  pay- 
able upon  die  probate  of  the  will  of  Judith  Ann  Platte 
in  respect  of  the  estate  and  effects  appointed  by  her 
in  pursuance  of  the  power  given  to  her  by  the  will  of 
John  Ramsden. 

The  Attomey'Generaly  by  his  petition,  prayed  that 
there  might  be  paid  to  the  Receiver-General  of  stamps 
not  only  the  legacy  duty  which  the  Judges  certified  to 
be  due,  but  also  the  probate  duty  upon  the  probate  of 
the  will  of  Judith  Ann  Plattj  which  the  Judges  certified 
not  to  be  due.  And  Mr.  Drake,  by  his  petition,  prayed 
either  that  the  whole  fund  in  Court  might  be  transferred 
and  paid  to  him  without  deducting  any  thing  for  legacy 
or  probate  duty ;  or  that  the  same  fund  might  be  trans- 
ferred and  paid  to  him,  after  deducting.only  such  legacy 
duty  as  would  have  been  payable  if  the  appointees  of 
Judith  Ann  Plait  had  been  named  in  the  will  of  John 
Ramsden^ 

The  questions  as  to  the  legacy  duty,  turned  on  the 
statute  of  the  S6G.S.  c.52.  The  second  section  of 
which  enacts,  *'  That  upon  every  legacy,  specific  or 
pecuniary,  or  of  any  other  description,  &c.  given  by  any 
will,  &c«  of  any  person,"  &c.  *^  out  of  the  personal  estate 
cf  the  person  so  dj/ing;  and  also  upon  the  clear  residue 

Voi^IU.  T  and 
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1^^  .  ^^  ^^°  ^^^  P^^  of  the  dear  rMdueof  the  penCvkal 
estate  of  every  penoD  who  shall  die,**  &c.;  tbeie  shall 
be  paid  the  seyeral  duties  following,  (the  seetibn  Aiea 
enumerates  the  amount  of  dntieSf  var^ng  accordiog  lo 
the  relationdbip  between  the  parties^  but  no  du^  whaH^ 
ever  was  by  this  act  charged  upon  children  and  their 
descendants*) 

By  the  seventh  section  of  the  same  act,  which,  defines 
what  shall  be  deemed  legacies  within  the  act»  it  is  eDactad# 
**  That  any  gift  by  any  will  or  testamentary  instrument  of 
any  person  dying  after  the  passing  of  this  act,  which  shaH^ 
by  virtue  of  such  willor  testamentary  instrument,  have 
effect,  or  be  satisfied  out  of  the  personal  estate  of  such 
person  so  dying,  or  out  of  any  personal  estate  wludi 
such  person  shall  have  power  to  dispose  of  as  he  or  she 
shall  think  ^^  shall  be  deemed  and  taken  to  be  a  legacy 
within  the  intent  and  meaning  of  this  act,  whethertbe 
same  shall  be  given  by  way  of  amiaity  or  in  any  other 
fonn,"&a 

By  the  eighteenth  secdon  of  the  same  aet,  whidi  re* 
gulates  how  the  du^  on  legacies  subjected  lo  powers  of 
appointment  shall  be  charged  with  duty^  it  is  enaciedy 
^*  That  where  any  legacy,  or  the  residue  or  any  part  of 
the  residue  of  any  personal  estate^  shall  be  lulgected  to 
any  power  of  appointment  to  orjor  the  benefit  qfang^ 
person  or  persons  specially  named  or  described  as  htfeets 
of  such  pffwer^  such  property  shall  be  charged  with 
duty  as  property  given  to  different  persons  in  succession ; 
and  in  so  charging  such  duty,  not  only  the  person  and 
persons  who  shall  take  previous  or  subject  to  such  power 
of  appointment,  but  also  any  person  and  persons  who 
shall  take  under  or  in  default  of  any  such  appointmentf 
when  and  as  they  shall  so  take  respectively,  shall,  in 
respect  of  theur  several  intereM,'  whether  previouti^  o^ 

*'  -  euLgect 
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Mbjedt  tOf  or  ond^,  or  in  default  of  mch  a^)t)0{atl&ettt»  1 840. 
be  charged  with  the  same  duty,  and  in  «be  same  manner^ 
as  if  the  same  interests  had  been  given  to  him,  her,  or 
them  respectively;  in  and- by  the  will  or  testamentary 
disposition ''  containing  such  power,  in  the  same  order 
•and  course  of  Accession  as  jhall  take  ph^  Hinder  and 
1)y  virtue  of  such^ower  of'apiiointment^  br'in  default  of 
execution  thereof,  as  the  case  may  happen  to  be.  And 
where  an^  property  shall  be  given  for  any  limited  in- 
terest, and  a  general  atid  dbsoltde  pa&)&  of  ajjpointinent 
'shall  aho  be  given  to-  any  person  or  person^  to  wbdm 
the  property  would  not  belong,'  in  defoult  bf 'Slich  ap^ 
pointment,  such  property,  upon  the'  execution  of Huck 
power,  shall  be  charged  with  the  same  duty,  and  in  the 
same  mantier,  as  if  the  same  property  had  been 'im- 
mediately given'  to  the  person  or  persons  having  and 
executing  such  power,  after  allowing  any  duty  before 
paid  in  respect  thereof;  and  where  any  property  shall 
be  given  with  any  such  general  power  of  appointment, 
which  property,  in  default  of  appointment,  will  belong 
to  the  person  or  persons  to  whom  such  power  shall  also 
be  given,  such  property  shall  be  charged  with,  and  shall 
pay  the  duty  by  this  act  imposed,  in  the  same  manner 
as  if  such  property  had  been  given  tb  siich  persdn  or 
persons  absolutely  in  the  first  instancy  without  such 
power  of  appointment." 

By  the  subsequent  statute  of  the  45  G,  S.  r.  2S.  legacy 
duty  was  first  charged  upon  children  and  their  descend- 
ants, and  thereby  it  was  enacted  that  there  should  be 
levied,  &c.)  upon  all  legacies,  and  upon  all  residues  dt 
shares  of  personal  estate  left  by  any  will,  or  divided  by 
force  of  the  Statute  of  DistributiaDs,  or  by  custom,  the 
duties  following,  that  ia  to.  say,  .*' Upon  every  legacy, 

.  specifick,  pecuniary,  or  of  any  'blher  descriptbo^  &ld. 

^giyen  by  anjb  will^  &c.  for  the  benefit  of  any  child,  &c. 

T2  and 
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and  upon  the  clear  residue,  and  every  part  of  the  clear 
residue^''  the  sum  of  1  per  cenL 

This  statute  afterwards  increased  the  amount  of  legacy 
duty  payable  by  other  persons;  but  it  neither  definedy 
as  in  the  former  act,  what  should  be  considered  legacies, 
or  contained  any  clause  r^ulating  the  charge  of  duties 
in  cases  of  powers  of  appointment. 

The  schedule  to  55  G.  8.  c.  184.  regulates  the  present 
amount  of  duties  on  probates,  administrations,  and 
legacies ;  but  the  body  of  the  act  contains  no  clauses 
affecting  the  questions  in  this  case. 

The  question  of  probate  duty  under  the  will  of  Mrs. 
Piatt  depended  on  the  55  G.  S.  c.  184.,  the  second 
section  of  which  enacts  that  the  duties  in  the  schedule 
annexed  to  the  act  shall  be  levied;  and  in  the  third  part 
of  the  schedule  containing  the  duties  on  probates  of  wills 
and  letters  of  administration,  &c  it  is  stated  as  fol- 
lows :  — « 

'*  Probate  of  a  will  and  letters  of  administration,  with 
the  will  annexed,  to  be  granted  in  England!* 


*•  Where  the  estate  and  effects  for  or  in  re- 
spect  of  which  such  probate^  letters  of  adminis- 
tration, confirmation  or  eik  respectively,  shall 
be  granted  or  expeded,  or  whereof  such  in- 
ventory shall  be  exhibited  and  recorded,  ex- 
clusive of  what  the  deceased  shall  have  been 
possessed  of  or  entitled  to  as  a  trustee  for  any 
other  person  or  persons,  and  not  beneficially, 
shall  be  above  the  value  of  if" ———and  under 
the  value  of  if  *-*—." 


Dtttj. 

£  s.  d. 
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And  by  the  thirty-eighth  section  no  Ecclesiastical  Court 
is  to  grant  probate  without  requiring  an  affidavit,  *'that 
the  estate  and  efiects  of  the  deceased,  for  or  in  respect 
of  which  the  probate  or  letters  of  administration  is  or 
are  to  be  granted/'  exclusive  of  trust  property,  or 
under  the  value  of  a  certain  sum  to  be  therein  specified, 
**  in  order  that  the  proper  and  full  stamp  duty  may  be 
paid  on  such  probate,**  &c. 

The  two  petitions  now  came  on  for  hearing  together. 

Mr.  Tinney,  Mr.  Pemberion^  and  Mr.  Teed,  in  sup- 
port of  the  petition  of  Mr.  Draie^  and  in  opposition  to 
that  of  the  Attorney-General. 

The  certificate  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer  ought  not 
to  be  confirmed.  The  defect  in  the  reasoning  on  which 
it  is  founded  is  this,  that  the  Court  has  applied  an 
equitable  construction  to  a  revenue  law,  whereas  such 
a  principle  is  inapplicable  to  a  case  where,  in  the  shape 
of  taxation  or  imposition  of  duties,  a  charge  is  im- 
posed upon  individuals.  The  admitted  rule  of  con- 
struction is  this,  that  every  charge  upon  the  subject 
must  be  imposed  in  clear  and  unambiguous  terms; 
revenue  acts  are  to  be  construed  strictly  and  fiivonrably 
to  the  subject;  and  before  the  Crown  can  levy  a  shilling 
on  an  individual,  the  authority  of  some  act  of  parlia- 
ment must  be  produced,  which,  in  plain  and  distinct 
terms,  warrants  it.  It  is  idle  to  say  that  the  legislature 
contemplated  all  cases,  or  that  if  this  particular  case  had 
occurred  it  would  have  been  provided  for;  it  is  enough, 
in  answer  to  observe^  that  the  particular  case  is  not 
comprised  in  tiie  statute. 

That  courts  of  law  will  not  if  ply  a  revenue  law  to  a 
case  which  'does  not  strictiy  come  within  the  letter  of 
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1840.       t|ie  aoty  appears  from  Trnkins  r.  AMf^ia);  Derm  dm* 

^^^"^^•^^^     V.  Diamofid  (4) ;  in  the  laUer  C9ae  Justice  Baykif  sqrsi 

0,  '        ^^  It  is  a  well  settled  rukf  that  every  charge  upon  the 

l^ovTa.      ^bjea  muat  be  ijDpusecl  by  clear  and  unambiguous 

liMsguags." 

r  Bearing^  thereforcfat  hi  mipd  thia  rule  of  cSonstructjoD^ 
the  first  question  is,  whethei:  the .  property  isjiable  to 
legacy  duty  except  in  respect  of  Mrs.  Platfs  life  interest  ? 
Jiiat  depends  en  the  eighteenth  section  of  the^  S6  O.  S. 
c.  52.,  which  relates  to  legacy  duty  charged  on  property 
made  subject  tp  powers,  of  appointment  There  are  three 
cases  pnly  eaum^atedt  vi<*  where  the  power  is  for  the 
benefit  of  persons  speciidly  named;  secondlyt  where 
there  is  a  general  and  absolute  power  of  appointment; 
^ndf  thirdly*  where  there  i$  a  general  power  of  appcdnt- 
mentf  which^  in  default  of  appmntment,  would  go  to  ihe 
di^nee  of  the  power.  The  question  is,  under  wbidi  of 
lliese  threef  classes  the  present  case  ranges  itself:  if 
under  neither,  th^n^  no  duty  is  payablcb  It  is  clearly  not 
within  die  firsti  b^cans^  there  are  no  persons  speoiaUy 
Damedr  in  whose  favour  the  power  is  to  be  exercised; 
tbare  is  an  exclusion  of  a  certain  class,  but  no  descrip-^ 
tieift>  of  any  particular  individuals  in  whose  fiivour  the 
power  BMi^t  necessarily  be  exercised.  Nor  is  it  under 
ihe  second  class ;  *  it  is  not  a  general  and  absolute  power, 
liecause  it  could  not  be  exerdsed  in  fiivour  of  Mrs.  Plaii 
li^rset^  or  in  &ytiuT  of  Woodhead  and  his  fiunily,  and  the 
odier  individuals  to  whom  the-  daughter  was  restricted 
from  giving  any  benefits.  The  act,  by  a  general  and 
^solute  power,  contemplated  such  a  power  as  woidd  be 
jequivalent  to  ownership;  here,  during  the  life  of  Mr& 
Plaitj  the  power  was  in  suspense ;  she  could  not  exe*- 

[cute 

(q)  6  fiam.  4r  ^'  541  (5)  4  J?.  4"  C.  243. 
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cato  m  bar  am  fivnoor;  she  could  not  mor^;age  or       1840. 
obaifie  the  property;  and  if  she  bad  married  or  visited 
Woodheady  she  woidd  have  forfieited  her  power.    The 
case  does  not  come  imder  the  third  class,  because,  in 
default  of  appointment,  the  property  was  to  go  over  to 
different  parties,  viz*  to  the  next  of  kin  of  Dyson  Rams- 
An.    The  Court  of  Exchequer,  though  diey  admitted 
ibat  it  did  not  Uterally  come  within  either  of  the  de- 
scriptioD^.  and  '*  that  some  vicdence  must  be  done  to 
the-^bnguage  of  the  dause  in  question^"  thought  that 
Acre,  was  less  diflbeulty  in  treating  it  as  a  general  and 
absdbite  power,  than  as  a  power  to  appoint  for  the 
benefit  of  persons  specially  named  or  described.    ^  The 
pbwer,",;8aid  the  Chief  Baron,  '^is  one  which  might 
have  been  ezerdsed  by  Mrs.  PlaU  solely  for  her  own 
benefit;"  and  his  Lordship  founded  that  opinion  upon 
the  decisions  which  hold  that  where  a  party  has  a  power 
to  appoint  property  by  dead  or  will,  and  executes  it  in 
fiivottr  of  volttnteers>  the  volunteer  appointees  tak^  sub* 
ject  to  the  testator's  debts.     This,  though  a  forced  con* 
stnlction,  is  quite  true  when  the  power  may  be  exercised 
by  dtedot  will,  because  there  the  appointor  has  always 
the  power  of  making  the  property  his  own,  and  the  Court 
therefore  regards  him  as  the  absolute  owner  of  that  pro- 
perty; but  such  a  principle  has  never  been  extended  to 
a  case,  in  which  the  power  was  exercisable  by  will  only, 
and  in  which,  consequently,  the  appointor  had  never  the 
power  of  taking  the  property  himself  beneficially.    In 
Jimtmf  w  AndretDs  (a),  there  was  no  such  decision ;  the 
power,  it  is  admitted,  was,  in  that  case,  to  be  exercised 
by  will,  but  the  contest  was  between  the  assignees  of 
a  bankrupt  appointor  who  had  obtained  Iiis  certificate, 
and  parties  taking  under  the  appointment  in  his  will, 
and'  the  creditors,  who  became  such  after  the  bank- 
.    .  i,  ruptcy, 

(a)  6  Mad.  264. 
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1840.       ruptcy,  were  not  parties  to  the  cause ;  the  decision  waSf 
^O^^*^     that  the  creditors  anterior  to  the  certificate  were  not  en* 
V.  titled  bj  reason  of  that  certificate ;  but  there  was  no 

decision  that  the  subsequent  creditors  were  entitled  as 
against  the  appointees. 

Secondly,  as  to  whether  probate  duty  became  payable 
on  this  fiind  in  respect  of  the  will  of  Mrs.  PlaU.  This 
depends  on  the  statute  of  the  SB  G.8.  r*  184.  The 
affidavit  thereby  directed  to  be  made,  in  order  to  deter* 
mine  the  amount  of  duty  to  be  paid  is,  as  to  the  amount 
of  the  estate  and  effects  in  respect  of  which  the  probato 
is  to  be  granted,  (a)  So  the  schedule  to  the  act,  de* 
termining  the  amount  to  be  paid,  is  regulated  by  the 
amount  of  the  estate  and  effects^r  or  in  respect  qfnMck 
such  probate  shall  be  granted.  The  probate  duty,  there- 
fore, can  only  be  chargeable  upon  the  property  to  be 
possessed  and  administered  under  the  grant  of  probate. 
If  it  were  otherwise,  an  executor  would  be  personally 
liable  to  pay  probate  duty  on  assets  which  the  probate, 
would  not  authorise  him  to  get  in.  The  point  has 
been  decided  by  the  highest  authority.  In  the  Attorney-^ 
General. y.  Dimond(b)^  the  testator  was  possessed  of 
French  rentes^  which  the  executors  obtained  after  his  de* 
cease ;  and  it  was  held  that  probate  duty  was  not  pay- 
able thereon,  on  the  ground  that  the  probate  had  not 
been  obtained  in  respect  of  these  rentes.  This  decision 
was  affirmed  by  the  House  of  Lords  in  The  Attorney* 
General  v.  Hope  (c),  in  which  it  was  held  that  property 
in  a  foreign  country  belonging  to  an  English  testator, 
brought  to  England  to  be  administered,  was  not  liable 
to  probate  duty. 

The 

(a)  Sect  J8.  (e)  1  Cr.  M.  ^  R.  630. ;  and 

(b)  1  Cr.^  Jer.  556.  8  Bligh,  44. 
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The  question  then  is»  was  administration  to  Mrs.'       1840. 
PUUfs  estate  granted  in  respect  to  this  property,  or  could     ^"^^'^''^ 
the  executors  have  obtained  it  under  the  grant  of  probate?  p. 

clearly  not ;  for  the  property  never  formed  part  of  her  Row*"- 
estate,  and  her  executors  acquired  no  right  whatever  to 
meddle  with  it :  it  passed  directly  to  the  appointees,  in- 
dependent of  the  executors*  A  court  of  equity  requires 
probate  of  a  will  executing  a  power,  but  this  it  regards 
merely  as  the  best  evidence  of  the  testamentary  appoint- 
ment In  Palmer  v.  Whitmore  (a),  which  will  be  cited 
by  the  other  side,  the  testator  had  a  general  power  to 
appoint  by  deed  or  will,  which  was  regarded  as  equiva- 
lent  to  the  absolute  ownership ;  and  in  The  Attorney^ 
General  v.  Staff' (b),  the  original  power  was*  xo  be 
executed  by  deed  or  will,  and  by  the  first  deed  the 
donee  of  the  power,  by  creating  for  herself  a  new  power, 
had  made  the  property  her  own.  In  Vandiest  v.  Fyn^ 
more  (c),  a  case  not  cited  in  the  Exchequer,  a  testator 
gave  to  ^^  a  power  to  dispose  by  his  will  of  5000/.,  part 
of  his  estate,  and  on  which  probate  duty  was  paid.  A* 
exercised  the  power  by  will :  It  was  held,  that  probate 
duty  was  not  again  payable  in  respect  of  the  5000/. 

Thirdly,  no  legacy  duty  is  payable  on  this  property 
under  the  testamentary  appointment  of  Mrs.  Plait.  The 
second  section  of  the  36  6.  S.  c.  52.  charges  duty  on 
legacies  given  *<  out  of  the  personal  estate  of  the  person 
dying;"  and  the  seventh  section  defines  what  shall  be 
deemed  legacies,  describing  them  as  gifts  by  will,  to  be 
satisfied  out  of  the  personal  estate  of  the  person  dying,  or 
out  of  the  personal  estate  which  such  person  <^  shall  have 
power  to  dispose  of  as  ^  or  she  shall  think  Jit**  Then  was 
this  property,  thus  subject  to  this  restricted  power,  either 
the  personal  estate  of  Mrs.  Platt^  or  property  which  she 

had 

(a)  $  Sbn,  178.  (e)  6  Sm.  570. 

(b)  S  Cr.  4*  Met.  134. 
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1 840.  bid  power  to  dispose  of  as  she  slioald  think  fit  ?  dearly 
not;  far  she  oooM  not»  for  "die  reasons  before  stated,  dis*^ 
pose  of  the  property  in  her  lifetime^  nor  conldafae  op- 
point  it  in  fevonr  of  the  several  indiYidaals  stated  in  the 
will  of  the  original  testator, 

Mr.  Bamilfys  in  the  absence  of  the  Attomey-Generalf 

The  Crown  is  entitled  to  legacy  duty  of  one  per  cent. 
on  the  whole  estate  which  was  bequeathed  by  the  will  of 
the  original  testator  to  his  daughter  for  life,  with  a  power 
of  appointment  by  will;  and  to  probate  duty  upon  the 
fund  appointed  by  her  will,  together  with  legacy  duty 
thereon,  at  the  rate  of  10  per  cent,  the  appointees  being 
strangers  to  the  appointor. 

It  is  not  necessary  to  discuss  the  question,  whether 
the  court  can  apply  equitable  considerations  to  a  fiscal 
statute  which  is  for  the  benefit  of  the  community,  be- 
cause the  decision  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer  did  not 
proceed  on  that  ground,  but  on  the  fair  construction  of 
the  whole  statute;  if,  however,  it  were  necessary  to 
argue  that  question,  it  would  be  found  that  the  principle 
referred  to  by  the  other  side  of  construing  statutes 
'Strictly,  is  one  applicable  only  to  penal  statutes,  and 
not  to  those  concerning  the  revenue. 

The  statute  of  the  86  G.  S.  c.  52^  by  the  second 
section  enacts,  that  all  l^;acies  given  out  of  the  personal 
estate  of  a  testator  shall  be  charged  with  certain  duties ; 
and  the  seventh  section  declares,  that  any  gift  by  will  to 
be  satisfied  out  of  the  personal  estate  of  a  testator  shall. 
be  deemed  a  li^cy.  So  far  the  ^legacy  duty  was* 
payable  on  every  thing  which  passed  under' Mr.  Bams- 
den*s  will.    The :  eighteenth  section  merely  r^ulates 

the 
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tbe  mode  in  which  property  subjected  to  powers  id  1840* 
to  be  chaifged;  for  this  purpose  it  adopts  the  usual 
qUi3sificatioiP»  aod  regards  all  powers  either  as  special 
or  general,  so  that  every  power  must&ll  within  one 
of  these  two  classes ;  if  it  be  not  special,  it  must  be 
general.  The  other  side  have,  however,  introduced  a 
third  species  of  power,  whidh  they  say  is  not  comprised 
within  either  of  these  two  classes,  and  then  say  that 
this  peculiar  species  of  power  has  not  been  provided  for; 
No  su(lh  third  class  of  power  has  ever  been  recognised 
either  in  the  cases  or  in  the  te^t  books. 

'  It  is  said,  that  because  three  families  are  excluded 
firom  becoming  objects  of  the  power,  there  is  s  re- 
striction  whidi  prevents  the  power  being  general  and 
absolute;  all  powers  are  subject  to  some  restriction 
as  to  fi>rmality,  br  otherwise;  but  can  it  be  said,  beckuse 
a  power  is  so  limited,  that  it  can  only  be  executed  by 
will  or  at  a  particular  time,  or  in  a  particular  mode, 
or  to  the  exclusion  of  a  particular  person,  that,  there- 
fore, it  is  not  a  general  power?  If  the  distinction  con- 
tended for  were  to  prevail,  then  by  excluding  a  single 
individual  from  becoming  the  object  of  a  power,  the 
legacy  duties  may  be  wholly  evaded. 

One  test  of  the  generality  of  a  power  is,  whether  the 
property,  on  the  execution  of  the  power  in  favour  of 
votutiteers,  would  or  not  be  assets  for  the  payment  of 
the  appointor's  debts.  The  case  of  Jenney  v.  Andrews  [a) 
shews  clearly  that,  in  the  opinion  of  Sir  «Z  Leachy  tliere 
was  no  distinction  between  a  power  exercisable  by  will 
and  one  to  be  executed  by  deed :  he  said,  <<  Where  there 
is  a  general  power  of  appointment  ly  willy  and  an  ap- 
pointment is  made,  the  appointee  is  a  trustee  fbr  credi- 
tors." 

*      \a)  6  Mad.  264. 
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1840.  tors."  In  this  case,  then,  there  can  be  no  doubt  but  that 
the  creditors  of  Mrs.  Platl  would  be  entitled  to  take  in 
priority  to  voluntary  appointees,  and  according  to  this 
test,  the  power  would  be  general. 

Another  mode  of  ascertainbg  whether  n  power  is  ge- 
neral or  particular,  is  to  see  how  an  appointment  under 
it  would  be  affected  by  the  doctrine  of  remoteness.  It 
is  clearly  settled,  that  where  an  estate  for  life  is  limited 
to  one  with  a  power  of  appomting  among  a  dass  of 
persons,  the  donee  of  the  power  cannot  appoint  to  any 
person,  who  would  have  been  too  remote  to  take,  if 
comprised  in  the  deed  creadng  the  power;  but  where 
the  power  is  general,  the  donee  may  appoint  to  persons 
to  whom,  if  the  same  estate  had  been  appointed  to  them 
by  the  original  instrument,  the  appointment  would  have 
been  void  for  remoteness.  Examine  the  present  power 
by  this  test,  and  see  if  Mrs.  Plati  could  not  have  made 
a  valid  appointment  to  any  persons  in  esse  at  the  expir- 
ation of  any  lives  existing  at  her  death,  though  bom 
after  the  decease  of  persons  not  living  at  the  death  of 
Mr.  Ramsden ;  she  clearly  might  have  appointed  the 
property  to  any  person  to  whom  she  might  have  ap- 
pointed her  own  absolute  property. 

As  to  probate  duty,  the  point  has  been  decided  by  the 
Vice-Cbancellor  in  Palmer  v.  Whitmore  (a),  and  in  Nail 
V.  Punter  (i),  and  his  decision  has  been  followed  by  the 
Court  of  Exchequer  in  The  Aitomey^General  v.  Slqffl  (c) 
In  the  first  of  these  cases,  a  testator  having  a  power  tq 
appoint  by  deed  or  will,  executed  it  by  his  will,  and  the 
question  was,  whether  a  sum  paid  by  the  executor  for 
probate  duty  in  respect  of  the  fund  appointed  was  a 
proper  payment;  the  Vice-Chancellor  hdd  that  the 

payment 

(a)  S  Sim.  178.  (c)  9Cr.4r  Met.  1S4. 

ib)  5  Sim.  565. 
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payrocDt  was  proper,  and  that  the  probate  duty  wieis        1840. 
payable:  his  Honor  observed,  that  the  testator  was  at     ^[]][^!^ 
liberty  to  execute  the  pow^r  either  by  deed  or  will,  and       ^  v. 
that  having  adopted  the  latter  mode,  *^  he  made  the 
fond,  over  which  he  had  such  general  power,  part  of 
bis  general  personal  estate,  and  liable  to  be  dealt  with 
as  part  of  his  general  personal  estate ;''  and  having  ad- 
verted to  the  acts  of  parliament,  his  Honor  added,  *'  It 
was  absolutely  necessary  that  probate  should  be  granted, 
for  the  purpose  of  giving  effect  to  the  execution  of  the 
power.    The  testator,  therefore,  has,  by  the  instrument 
by  which  he  exercised  the  power,  created  the  necessity 
of  having  probate  taken  in  respect  of  property,  part  of 
which  was  the  fund  in  question.     I  think,  therefore, 
that  the  payment  made  by  the  executor  was  right." 

In  Nail  v.  Punter^  a  wife  had  a  testamentary  power 
of  appobtment,  and  exercised  it  in  fiivour  of  her  hus- 
band, whom  she  appointed  executor ;  the  Vice-Chan- 
cellor held,  that  the  husband  who  claimed  as  her  exe- 
cutor was  liable  to  pay  probate  duty.  So,  in  The  At^ 
iamey^General  v.  Siqff't  the  testati^x,  under  a  power, 
appomted  property  by  her  will ;  and  it  was  held  by  the 
Court  of  Exchequer  that  probate  duty  attached.  ' 

Thirdly,  as  to  legacy  duty  under  the  will  of  Mrs. 
Piatt.  It  is  plain,  that  as  against  parties  taking  the 
benefit  of  her  disposition,  legacy  duty  is  payable;  for, 
with  respect  to  them,  she  **  had  power  to  dispose  of  the 
property  as  she  thought  fit.*' 

She  had  a  life  estate  with  an  absolute  power  of  ap- 
pointment restricted  [as  against  three  families ;  but  in 
effect,  the  whole  dominion  of  the  property  was  vested 
in  her.  She  might  have  given  it  as  part  of  her  own 
estate  to  her  executors,  or  to  her  creditorsi  and  in  case 

of 
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1840.  of  an  appointment  to  ▼olanteers/k  would  haiye  been 
assetsfor  the  payment  of  her  debts.  Sach  a  power  over 
property  is  equivalent  to  ownership  as  nf[ards  the  par^ 
having  the  powen  Sir  fVwu  Grants  on  thb  point,  ob» 
serves  in  Habnn  v.  CogkiU(a)j  there  is  an  evident 
diiierence  between  a  power  and  an  absolnte  right  of  pKi«> 
perty :  not  so  mudi  with  regard  to  the  party  possessing 
the  power,  as  to  the  party  to  be  affixted  by  the  ezecatiott 
of  itr  If  oor  attention  is  to  be  coi^ned  to  Ae  former 
entirely,  there  is  no  reason  why  the  money  he  has  it 
right  to  raise  should  not  be  considered  his  proper^»  as 
Diuch  as  a  debt  he  has  a  right  to  recover.  Bdt  t^e 
latter  can  only  be  diafged  an  the  manner,  snd  to  the 
extent  spedfied  at  the  creation  of  the  power." 

The  point  is  also  settled  by  authority.  In  re  Choi' 
tnatidiliy  (6),  it  was  held  that  legacy  duty  waif  payable  in 
a  case  where  a  wife,  having  a  power  of  appointment  by 
will^  execiited  it  by  her  will. 

Mr.  George  Turner^  for  the  executors^ 

Mr.  Tinnej/j  iii  reply. 

TTie  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

.  I  must  take  some  time  to  consider  this  case^  because 
the  points,  though  short,  include  a  variety  of  important 
considerations.  The  Court  of  Exchequer  evidently  con* 
sidered  that  this  property  yras  so  situated  as  not  to  be 
property  belonging  to  the  testatrix,  but  merely  subject 
to  a  power,  and  upon  that  consideration  they  have  ex- 
pressed their  opinion  that  it  was  not  subject  to  probate 
duty  as  belonging  to  her;  but  having  regard  to  the 
nature  of  the  power,  as  expressed  in  the  will,  they  say 

tha^ 

(a)  7  Vet.  504.  (b)  I  Cr.  4r  Mec.  149. 
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that,  tbougfa  this  was  notlier  propertjr,  bo  as  to.be  siib*  1840. 
ject  to  probate  duty,  yet,  by  the  very  words  of  the  act  of 
parliament,  the  power  was  of. such  a  nature. that  the  pro- 
perty ought  to  be  charged  with,  legacy  .da^  a$  if  it  had 
belonged  to  hen  They  hare  accordingly  certified,  that 
the  estate  onght  ibptty  the  amount  of  duty  whidi.  would 
have  been  payable  if  it  had  been  an  absolute  Itegacy  to 
her,  and  further,  that  the  I^;acies  given  by  her  out  of 
it  ougl^t  also  to  be. charged  with,  the  .same  dutjr  a$  if 
Aey  had  been  given,  out  of  her  own.  property.  It  is 
argued  for  the  Attprney*6eneral^  that  the  property  being 
hers,  probate  duty  is  abo  payable  on  it.  I  have  been 
asked,  if  I  do  not  agree  with  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  to 
att  at  once  in  coatradiction  to  it  I  could  not  do  that 
without  the  greatest  hesitation ;  but  if,  as  i  understand^ 
both  parties  have  determined  to  proceed  to  the  highest 
CDtrrt  of  appeal,  howev^  reluctant  I  might  feel  to  ex^ 
press  andpinion  dtfaripg  from  the  unanimous  certificate 
of  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  I  should  think  it  a  reason 
for  not  putting  the  parties  to  any^  farther  expense  in  the 
Cburts  below. .  I  wili  not,  at  present,  intimate  mjr 
opinion  on  the  points  ar^ed*  * 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls.  is41. 

*  •  Janmay  16. 

In  tins  case  a  question  having  arisen  respecting  the 
amount  of  probate  and  legacy  duty  payable  upon  the 
property  bequeathed  by  the  wills  of  J6hn  Jtamsden  tod 
Judith  Afifi  Plait,  a  sum  of  40,000/.  S^  per.  cent,  re- 
duced annuities  was  carried  over  to  an  account  entitled 
*'  The  claims  of  probate  and  legacy  duty  aceount,**  and 
a  case  wail  submitted  for  the  opinion  of  tfte  judges  of  the 
Cotirt  of  Exchequer  upon  the  subject 
*         '  *  ■     '  *  * 

The 
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The  Judges  have  certified  their  opinion  to  be  (a)  — 

FirsL  That  on  the  death  of  Jiidiih  Ann  PUUt  a  legacy 
duty  of  1  per  cent  became  payable  in  respect  of  the 
bequest  in  the  will  of  John  Ramsden  of  the  residue  of 
his  estate  and  effects  to  the  said  Judith  Ann  Plait^  after 
allowing  any  duty  already  paid  in  respect  thereof. 

Secondly.  That  no  probate  duty  is  payable  upon  the 
probate  of  the  will  of  Judith  Ann  Piatt  in  respect  of  the 
estate  and  effects  of  her  late  father,  appointed  by  her  in 
pursuance  of  the  power  given  to  her  by  his  will. 

Andy  thirdly.  That  legacy  duty  is  payable  in  respect 
of  the  bequests  contained  in  the  will  of  the  said  JudUh 
Ann  Plattf  at  the  same  rate  at  which  such  duty  would 
have  been  payable  if  the  bequests  had  been  mere  legacies 
given  by  her  payable  out  of  her  personal  estate. 

Of  this  certificate  complaint  is  made,  both  by  the 
Attorney-General,  claiming  the  probate  and  legacy  duty 
for  the  Crown,  and  by  Mr.  Drake^  who  is  entitled  to 
the  fund  in  Court,  subject  to  the  payment  of  the  duty 
which  ought  to  be  paid. 

Mr.  Drake  alleges  that  no  legacy  duty  whatever  is 
payable  in  respect  of  the  residuary  estate  of  the  testator 
John  Bamsden^  which,  by  his  will,  is  given,  after  the 
death  o(  Judith  Ann  Plattf  to  her  appointees ;  or  that  if 
any  duty  is  payable  thereon,  that  such  duty  is  payable 
only  as  would  have  been  payable  if  the  appointment 
made  by  the  said  Judith  Ann  Piatt  had  been  part  of  the 
will  of  John  Ramsden^  and  tlie  appointees  of  Judith  Ann 
Piatt  had  been  named  in  the  will  of  John  Ramsden  to 

take 
(a)  6  Meeum  ^  W.  756. 
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take  his  residuary  estate  in  the  manner  directed  by  the     .  1841. 

appointment.  ^'^"''^'^^ 

Platt 

V, 

The  Attorney-General  alleges  that  probate  duty  is       ^ovtb. 
payable  upon  the  probate  of  the  will  of  Judith  Ann 
Plaiij  in  respect  of  the  estate  and  eflfects  appointed  by 
her,  in  pursuance  of  the  power  given  to  her  by  the  will 
oi  John  Ramsdeti. 

And  in  this  state  of  things  petitions  have  been  pre- 
sented ;  one  by  the  Attorney-General,  praying  that 
there  may  be  paid  to  the  Receiver-General  of  Stamps, 
not  only  the  legacy  duty  which  the  Judges  have  cer- 
tified to  be  due,  but  also  the  probate  duty  upon  the 
probate  of  the  will  of  Judith  Ann  Ptattf  which  the 
Judges  have  certified  not  to  be  due.  And  the  other 
petition  by  Mr.  Drake^  who  prays,  either  that  the  whole 
fund  in  Court  may  be  transferred  and  paid  to  him, 
without  deducting  any  thing  for  legacy  or  probate  duty, 
or  that  the  same  fund  may  be  transferred  and  paid  to 
him  after  deducting  only  such  legacy  duty  as  would 
have  been  payable  if  the  appointees  of  JtM/f/A  Ann  Platt 
had  been  named  in  the  will  of  John  Ramsden. 

The  doubts  which  attend  the  questions,  and  the 
amount  of  the  sums  in  contest,  have  induced  both  par- 
ties to  say  that,  whatever  may  be  the  decision  here,  the 
case  must  ultimately  be  brought  under  the  consideration 
of  the  House  of  Lords ;  and  I  was  therefore  requested 
not  to  ask  any  further  assistance  from  the  Judges,  but 
to  make  an  order  upon  which  the  parties  might  proceed 
at  once  to  the  highest  Court 

The  case  is  that  John  Ramsden^  by  his  will,  dated  the 
10th  o{  March  1825,  gave  his  residuary  personal  estate 
to  his  executors  and  executrix,  upon  trust  to  permit  his 

Vol.  III.  U  daughter 
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1841.  .  daughter  JudM  Ann  Plait  to  receive  the  interest  thereof 
during  her  life,  and  ailer  her  decease  (subject  to  certain 
payments),  upon  trust  for  such  person  (other  than  and 
except  Joseph  Woodhead  and  his  relations,  Moses  Hoper 
and  his  relations,  and  the  relations  of  Mrs.  Ptatfs  late 
husband  and  every  of  them),  in  such  parts,  shares,  and 
proportions,  and  in  such  manner  as  she,  whether  sole  or 
covert,  should  by  Will  appoint,  and  in  default  of  ap- 
pointment in  trust  for  the  next  of  kin  of  Ljfson  Bams- 
den;  and  by  a  distinct  clause  in  the  will,  the  testator 
declared  that  if  Mrs.  Plait  should  intermarry  with 
Joseph  Woodhead  or  his  relations,  or  should  reside  with, 
or  receive  visits  from  him  or  them,  the  bequests  in  her 
favour,  with  the  power  of  appointment  given  to  her, 
should  from  thenceforth  be  absolutely  null  and  void. 

The  testator  died  in  Mmf  1835 :  the  estate  was  real- 
ized, and  the  income  of  the  residue  was  paid  to  Mrs. 
Piatt  during  her  life.  She  married  George  Edward 
Plait;  and  on  the  27th  of  April  1837  she  made  a  will 
in  execution  of  the  power  given  to  her  by  her  father's 
will,  and  thereby  gave  and  appointed  her  father's  resi- 
duary estate  to  various  persons,  and  amongst  other  sums 
gave  10,000/1  Bank  S  per  cent,  annuities  to  the  de- 
scendants of  Dyson  Ramsden. 

The  questions  are  — 

Firstly.  Whether  Mrs.  Plait  or  her  estate  is  liable  to 
pay  any  legacy  duty  beyond  that  which  was  payable  on 
the  life  interest  given  to  her  for  her  own  benefit. 

Secondly.  Whether  any  probate  duty  is  payable  on  the 
probate  of  her  will  in  respect  of  her  father's  residuary 
estate  thereby  appointed,  and 

And, 
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And,  thirdly,  what,  if  any,  I^acy  duty  is  payable        1841. 
upon  the  sums  appointed  by  her  will. 

The  first  and  the  last  o?  these  questions  appear  to  me 
to  be  attended  with  considerable  diflSculty.  The  first 
depends  on  the  construction  which  ought  to  be  put 
upon  the  eighteenth  section  of  the  act  96  G.  S.  c.  52. 
It  is  argued  on  behalf  of  the  Crown,  and  the  opinion  of 
the  Judges  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer  is  so  declared, 
that  the  power  given  by  the  will  of  John  Ramsden  is  a 
general  and  absolute  power  within  the  meaning  of  the 
act.  On  the  other  hand,  it  is  contended  for  Mr.  Drake^ 
that  a  power  to  be  exercised  only  by  will,  which  cannot 
be  exercised  in  favour  of  certain  excepted  classes  of 
persons,  and  the  continued  existence  of  which  depends 
on  the  donee  abstaining  from  certain  specified  acts, 
cannot  be  deemed  an  absolute  and  general  power ;  and 
then  it  is  said  that  the  act,  if  it  does  not  comprbe  the 
particular  case,  cannot  be  extended  by  construction: 
so  that,  if  the  present  case  be  not  specifically  described, 
the  duty  is  not  imposed,  and  it  is  not  competent  to  any 
Court  to  presume  upon  the  intention  of  the  legislature, 
and  say  that,  because  it  must  have  been  intended,  it 
must  therefore  be  considered  that  the  duty  was  im- 


In  this  case  the  residue  of  John  Ramsden^s  estate  was 
given  for  a  limited  interest  to  Mrs.  Piatt.  A  power  of 
appointment  was  also  given  to  her ;  and  she  was  not  the 
person  to  whom  the  property  would  have  belonged  in 
default  of  her  appointment.  Under  these  circum- 
stances, if  the  power  of  appointment  were  general  and 
absolute,  the  case  would  fall  within  the  express  pro* 
visions  of  the  act ;  and  the  question  comes  therefore  to 
this,  whether  the  power  given  in  this  case  is  not  a 
general  and  absolute  power  within  the  true  meaning  of 

U  2  the 
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ISil.  the  act  (a);  and  after  some  hesitation,  and  contrary  to 
my  first  impression,  I  have  come  to  the  conclusion  that 
it  is.  Provision  was  made  for  the  duties  payable  on 
legacies  which  were  subject  to  powers  if  the  appointees 
were  named  or  described  by  the  testator  (the  donor  of 
the  power),  and  the  proportions  only  were  left  to  be 
determined  by  the  donee  of  the  power :  the  appointees 
were  charged  as  legatees  of  the  testator;  but  if  the  ap- 
pointees were  not  named  or  described  by  the  testator, 
but  left  solely  to  the  disposition  or  selection  of  the  donee 
of  the  power,  in  that  case  the  property  upon  execution 
of  the  power,  f .  e,  upon  doing  the  act  whereby  the  pro- 
perty is  disposed  of,  or  the  appointees  selected,  is 
charged  as  if  it  had  been  given  to  the  donee  of  the 
power,  after  allowing  for  any  duty  before  paid  in  re- 
spect thereof. 

The  limited  interest  first  given,  and  the  interest 
vested  by  means  of  the  execution  of  the  power  of  ap- 
pointment disposing  of  the  whole  remaining  interest, 
make  together  the  whole  interest  in  the  property,  and  it 
is  the  entire  property  which,  in  such  a  case  as  this,  is 
partly  possessed,  and,  as  to  the  rest,  disposed  of  by  the 
donee  of  the  power ;  and,  considering  the  meaning  of 
the  words  '*  general  and  absolute"  in  their  application 
to  such  a  case,  I  do  not  think  that  the  power  can  be 
considered  as  otherwise  than  general  and  absolute  within 
the  meaning  of  the  act,  because  it  could  only  be  exe- 
cuted by  will,  or  because  the  donee  was  not  permitted  to 
execute  it  in  favour  of  three  families  named.  A  power 
which  might  be  executed  in  favour  of  any  body  in  the 
world,  except  the  members  of  three  families,  appears  to 
me  to  be  for  this  purpose  a  general  power ;  and  as, 
among  the  objects  of  it,  the  power  of  disposition  is  ab- 
solute 

[a)  36  (7.  .3.  c.  5S.  #.  18. 
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solute,  I  think  that  the  power  is  within  the  meaning  of       1841 

the  act  a  general  and  absolute  power,  and  consequently 

I  am  of  opinion  that,  upon  the  death  of  Mrs.  Platt^ 

which  was  the  time  when  the  execution  of  the  power  by 

will  took  efiect,  a  duty  of  1  per  cent  became  due  upon 

the  residuary  estate  of  John  Bamsden^  after  allowing  any 

duty  previously  paid  in  respect  thereof. 

My  opinion  i$  not  founded  upon  the  notion,  that  the 
residue  of  John  Ramsderfs  estate  had  become  the  pro- 
perty  of  Mrs.  PkUt^  but  upon  the  notion,  that  property, 
circumstanced  as  this  was,  is  so  chargeable  by  the  act. 

The  next  question  is,  whether  the  residuary  estate  of 
John  Ramsden,  appointed  by  the  will  of  Mrs.  PlaU^  is 
chargeable  with  probate  duty  upon  the  probate  of  the 
will  of  Mrs.  Plait ;  and  I  am  of  opinion  that  it  is  not. 
It  was  not  the  property  of  Mrs.  Plati^  and  could  not  be 
recovered  by  her  executors  by  virtue  of  the  probate. 
It  would  be  singular  that  the  rule  of  this  Court,  which 
requires  a  probate  merely  as  evidence,  to  shew  that  the 
instrument  of  appointment  is  a  will,  should  have  the 
effect  of  subjecting  the  property  to  duty  as  if  it  had  been 
the  property  of  the  testator,  which  this  Court  does  not 
consider  it  to  be.  The  question  depends  on  the  con- 
struction of  the  act  55  G.  3.  c.  184.,  the  schedule  to 
which  states  the  amount  of  probate  duty  payable  upon 
the  estate  and  effects  for  or  in  respect  of  which  the 
probate  is  granted;  and  it  was  argued  that,  because 
probate  was  required  in  order  to  shew  that  the  property 
now  in  question  was  appointed  by  will,  the  probate  was 
granted  for  and  in  respect  of  this  property,  and  therefore 
subject  to  the  duty  :  but  the  thirty-eighth  section  of  the 
act  appears  to  me  to  shew  that  the  act  only  relates  to 
the  estate  and  effects  of  the  deceased  for  or  in  respect 
of  which  the  probate  is  granted,  and  as  this  was  not  the 

V  S  property 
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1841.       property  of  the  deceased,  I  am  of  opiaion  that  no  duty 
^"^"^^^^"^     is  payable  in  respect  of  it 


ROUTR. 


The  last  question  relates  to  legacy  duty  payable  on 
the  sums  appointed  by  the  will  of  Mrs.  Piatt.  This 
question  appears  to  me  to  involve  the  same  difficulty 
which  affects  the  first  The  act  36  G.  S.  c.  52.  5.  7. 
provides  that  any  gift  by  will  which  shall  by  virtue  of 
the  will  have  effect  out  of  the  personal  estate  of  the 
testatrix,  or  out  of  any  personal  estate  which  the  tes- 
tatrix has  power  to  dispose  of  as  she  shall  think  fit, 
shall  be  deemed  a  legacy.  In  this  case  the  gifts  by  the 
will  of  Mrs.  Platl  are  to  take  effect  out  of  the  personal 
estate  of  John  Ramsden^  which  she  had  power  to  dispose 
,  of,  and  they  are  to  be  deemed  legacies,  unless  the  re- 
strictions to  which  she  was  subjected  are  to  be  held  in- 
consistent with  the  words  "  as  she  shall  think  fit,'' 
according  to  the  meaning  which  ought  to  be  attributed 
to  them  in  the  act.  Upon  the  best  consideration  which 
I  have  been  able  to  give  the  subject,  it  appears  that,  not- 
withstanding the  restrictions  imposed  upon  her,  the  test- 
atrix had  a  powel*,  of  disposing  of  the  property  as  she 
thought  fit,  within  the  meaning  of  the  act,  and  therefore 
upon  this  point  also  I  concur  with  the  opinions  of  the 
Judges  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer. 

Under  the  circumstances  I  think  that  I  ougKt  to  con- 
firm the  certificate,  and  refer  it  to  the  Master  to  ascer- 
tiun  the  amount  of  duty  which  is  payable  according  to 
the  certificate^  with  a  stay  of  execution  of  the  order,  to 
allow  the  intended  appeal  to  the  House  of  Lords. 

But  Mr.  Drake^  though  he  acquiesces  in  the  certificate 
so  far  as  relates  to  the  probate  duty,  has  not  prayed  for 
a  confirmation  of  that  part  of  it      This  may  be  done  if 
Mr.  Drake  would  amend  his  petition,  and  pray  for  con- 
firmation 
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firmadon  as  to    probate  duty.      And  the   Attorney-        1841. 
General  only  prays  for  a  confirmation  of  that  part  of 
the  Report  which  is  in  his  favour. 


As  to  legacy  duty,  see  In  re  Ewin^  1  Cro.  i  Jer.  151.;  Logj^tn 
V.  Fairiie^  9S.^St.  S84. ;  Hay  ▼.  Fairiie^  1  Ruts.  117. ;  Logan  ▼. 
FairUe^  I  Jfy/.  j-  Cr.59.;  The  Attorney-General  Y.  Jackson,  8  BU. 
15.,  and  9  Cro.  4*  /trr.  582.,  and  S  7^rfciiil.554.;  Arnold  y.  Arnold^ 
3 Myl.i  Cr,  856. ;  The  Attomey-General  ▼.  Forbes,  9  0.^  Fin.  48. ; 
In  re  Coles,  7  Mee.  ^  Wels.  1. ;  and  as  to  probate  duty.  Attorney^ 
General  v.  Bouwens,  4  Bfee.  4-  Wels.  171. 


TREZEVANT  v.  FRASER.  .    I^ov.i. 

A    PARTY  being  entitled  to  an  undivided  share  of  a  An  incuro- 

-^^  fund  in  Court,  encumbered  it,  and  then  joined  the  p^"n  of  an 

assiirnee  in  a  petition  for  the  stop  order.  ?"^!T?^^ 

®  '^  '^  fund  in  Court 

cannot  obtain 

The  petition  had  not  been  served  on  the  other  parties  *  *V^P  °.^®  ^^ 

to  the  suit.  serving  the 

other  parties 
interested, 
Mr.  Walker,  in  support  of  the  petition.  with  the  peti- 

tion for  that 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

Here  is  a  fund  belonging  to  several  persons,  and  one 
of  such  persons,  in  the  absence  of  the  others,  comes  and 
asks  an  order  affecting  it.  I  am  of  opinion  that  this 
cannot  be  done,  (a) 

{a)  The  practice  has  since  been  altered  by  the  order  of  the  5th  of 
April  1841,  S  Beavan,  xi. 


1/4 


purpose. 
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Nop,  9^  10. 


BALLS  V.  MARGRAVE. 


A  bill  for  dit- 
co?ery,  in  aid 
of  an  action 
of  covenant 
brought  by 
the  assignee  of 
the  lessor, 
stated  that  the 
lessor,  at  the 
time  of  ffrant* 
ing  the  lease, 
was  **  seised 
or  otherwise 
well  entitled," 
Ac:  Held, 
that  this  was 
not  a  suffi* 
cient  all^a* 
tion  that  the 
lessor  had  the 
legal  estate  so 
as  to  shew  the 
right  of  his 
assignee  to 
sue  at  law  on 
the  covenant, 
and  a  demur- 
rer on  that 
ground  was 
allowed. 


^HE  bill  stated  that  TTiotnas  Cheek  was  ^^  seised  or 
otherwise  wdl  aititled^  to  him  and  his  heirs,  for  an 
estate  oF  inheritance  of  or  to  the  messuages,  &c.  therein- 
after mentioned,  and  that,  being  so  seised  or  entitled," 
he  by  indenture,  dated  in  1794,  demised  them  to  Joseph 
Rowland  for  a  term  of  ninety-nine  years,  at  a  rent  of 
26Lf  and  that  Joseph  Rffwlandf  for  himself,  his  execu- 
tors, administrators,  and  assigns,  covenanted  to  pay  the 
rent. 

That  Cheeky  having  previously  surrendered  the  pro- 
perty, which  was  copyhold,  to  the  use  of  his  will,  de- 
vised it  to  his  grandchildren,  who  were  admitted ;  that 
Joseph  HeweSf  one  of  the  grandchildren,  purchased  the 
property,  which  was  duly  surrendered  to  him,  and  that, 
being  surrendered  to  the  use  of  his  will,  he  devised  the 
property  to  the  Plaintiffs,  who  were  duly  admitted. 

The  bill  stated  that  the  lessee  S&wland  died  intestate, 
and  that  his  administratrix  assigned  the  property  to  7%o- 
mas  Margrave ;  and  that  his  executor,  the  Defendant, 
had  entered  into  possession  under  the  lease ;  that  there 
being  a  large  arrear  of  rent  due  from  the  Defendant  to 
the  Plaintiffs,  they  had  commenced  an  action  at  law 
for  the  recovery  thereof  but  the  lease  being  in  the  De- 
fendant's possession,  and  there  being  no  counterpart,  the 
Plaintiffs  could  not  proceed  therein  wjthout  a  discovery. 
The  bill  prayed  a  discovery,  and  the  production  of  the 
lease. 


To 
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To  this  bill  the  Defendant  demurred,  on  the  ground 
that  it  was  not  by  the  said  bill  shewn,  or  by  any  sufB'^ 
dent  certainty  or  precision  alleged  or  averred  that  the 
said  Thomas  Cheek  was,  at  the  time  of  his  so  granting 
or  purporting  to  grant  the  said  indenture  of  lease,  seised 
to  him  and  his  heirs  for  an  estate  of  inheritance  of  or  to 
the  said  messuages  or  tenements  and  hereditaments; 
and  it  therefore  did  not,  with  any  certainty,  appear,  that 
any  covenant,  on  the  part  of  the  lessee,  contained  in  the 
said  indenture  of  lease,  would  run  with  the  land,  so  as, 
under  the  circumstances  stated  in  the  said  bill,  to  enable 
the  said  complainants  to  sue  the  Defendant  on  such 
covenant,  but  any  such  covenant  would,ion  the  contrary, 
be  a  covenant  in  gross. 

Mr.  Kinderslei/  and  Mr.  Evans^  m  support  of  this  de- 
murrer. There  is  no  sufficient  allegation  on  the  face  of 
this  bill,  that  the  lessor,  at  the  time  of  making  the  lease, 
had  the  legal  estate,  and  if  there  be  any  doubt,  <*  the 
Defendant  is  entitled  to  put  that  construction  upon  the 
statements  in  the  bill  which  is  most  against  the  interest 
of  the  person  making  them  ;*'  Vernon  v.  Vernon,  (a)  ITie 
Defendant  is,  therefore,  entitled  to  say  that  the  lessor 
was  not  seised,  but  "  was  otherwise  well  entitled,  to  him 
and  his  heirs;"  and  this  allegation,  contrasted  with  the 
previous  statement,  amounts  to  this,  that  he  had  a  mere 
equitable  estate;  in  which  case  the  covenant  did  not  run 
with  the  land  so  as  to  bind  the  assignee;  for  by  the 
common  law,  the  right  to  sue  on  a  covenant  did  not  pass 
to  the  assignee,  and  the  stat.  of  S2  H.  8.  r.  84.  only  en- 
abled the  assignee  of  a  legal  estate  to  sue  on  a  covenant, 
where  therefore  the  estate  is  equitable  the  benefit  of  the 
covenant  does  not  pass  to  the  assignee,  as  in  the  instance 
of  a  lease  granted  by  a  mortgagor ;  Webb  v.  Russell  (&), 

followed 
(a)  2  Mtfl.  <|  Cr.  1 7 1 .  (6)  3  Term  Rep,  393. 
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followed  by  Whiiion  ▼.  Peacock,  (c)    I^  then,  the  Plain- 
tiff has  no  right  to  sue  at  law,  he  cannot  be  entitled  to 
V.  any  discovery,  in  equity,  in  support  of  an  action  which 

AROEAYB.  ^^j„jQQ|.  ^  maintained.  It  would  be  the  same  as  if  an 
assignee  of  a  chase  in  action,  not  assignable  at  law,  were 
to  bring  an  action  thereon,  and  then  come  for  a  disco- 
very, which  would  prove  nugatory. 

It  is  stated  in  1  Saunderi  ReporiSj  p.  233.  a.  note, 
**  That,  in  an  action  by  an  assignee  of  the  reversion,  he 
must  set  out  the  title  of  the  lessor  to  the  demised  pre- 
mises, that  it  may  appear  he  had  such  an  estate  in  the 
reversion  as  might  be  legally  assigned  to  the  plaintiff. 
ai/^s  Ent.  213.  p.  7.  LiU.  Eta.  132.  135."  The 
Plaintiff,  therefore,  has  not  set  out  his  title  with  suflS- 
cient  clearness  and  precision,  and  it  is  quite  sufficient  to 
shew  that  the  discovery  is  immaterial.  Bedesdale^ 
p.  191. 

They  also  referred  to  Baring  v.  Nask  (A)  and  Right 
dem.  Jeffenfs  v.  Bucknell.  (c) 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  J.  H.  Taylor  contra^  in  sup- 
port of  the  bill.  It  is  not  necessary  to  state,  upon  the 
face  of  the  bill,  all  the  circumstances  necessary  to  maiq- 
tam  the  action  at  law.  Here  the  allegation  does  not 
amount  to  a  statement  of  an  equiuble  title  only,  for  the 
other  statements  in  the  bill  of  the  several  surrenders  and 
admissions  may  be  called  in  aid  ;  and  it  is  very  impro- 
bable that  these  look  place  on  an  equitable  estate. 
The  property,  too,  is  copyhold,  to  which  the  state- 
ment of  seisin  does  not  accurately  apply,  and  seisin  is 

not 

(fl)  2  Bing.  iST.  C.  41 1.  (c)  2  Bam.  ^  Ad.  278. 

(6)  1  Vet.^  Bea.5S\. 
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not  necessary ;  it  is  suflBcient  if  the  lessor  bad  the  im- 
mediate reversion. 

Mr.  Kinderdey  in  reply.  There  is  no  suggestion  that 
Cheek  was  ever  admitted ;  and  the  allegation  of  seisin  is 
not  impro^r,  except  that  it  does  not  allege  seisin  ac- 
cording to  the  custom,  &c. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  confess  I  have  seldom  seen  a  demurrer  which  is 
less  likely  to  be  of  any  real  benefit  to  the  parties  than 
this ;  but,  nevertheless,  if  it  be  founded  upon  principle, 
and  can  be  sustained,  it  must  undoubtedly  be  allowed. 

The  circumstances  under  which  the  demurrer  in  this 
case  has  been  brought  forward  are  these :  an  action  of 
covenant  has  been  brought,  which  could  only  be  sus- 
tained upon  the  footing  that  the  person  granting  the 
lease  had  a  legal  estate,  and  the  Plaintiff  has  stated 
he  was  "  seised  or  otherwise  entitled."  To  this  the 
Defendant  alleges  that,  as  the  statement  has  been  put  in 
the  alternative,  seised  or  well  entitled,  he  has  a  right  to 
take  it  most  against  the  pleader,  and  that  it  means 
*^  otherwise  entitled,**  or  that  he  had  an  equitable  title 
only,  in  which  case  there  would  be  no  foundation  for 
the  action  of  covenant,  and  no  use  could  then  be  made 
of  the  discovery. 

The  Plaintiffs,  however,  say  this  is  only  one  of  the 
expressions  in  the  bill ;  and  the  simple  rule  that  you  are 
to  take  any  expression  most  against  the  pleader,  must 
not  depend  upon  one  detached  expression,  but  upon  the 
whole  bill.  I  must,  therefore,  read  this  bill  over,  in  order 
to  see  whether  there  are  such  controlling  expressions 
in  the  bill  as  will  alter  the  construction  arising  from  the 

former 
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former  allegation.  If  there  should  be,  then  I  think  the 
rule  which  has  been  stated  no  longer  applies.  If,  on 
the  other  hand,  there  are  none,  and  I  should  be  of 
opinion  that  the  allegation  is  too  uncertain*  I  must 
give  the  Plaintiff  liberty  to  amend  his  bill,  in  order  to 
set  the  matter  right. 


Nov.  la  Tke  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  have  read  over  the  bill  in  this  case,  and  I  do  not 
think  that  the  subsequent  allegations  in  the  bill  at  all 
assist  the  uncertainty  of  the  other  statement.  It  appears 
to  me,  that  though  the  objection  is  of  a  frivolous 
nature,  yet  the  Court  requires  greater  strictness  than  is 
to  be  found  in  this  bill.  I  think,  therefore,  that  I 
must  allow  thb  demurrer,  giving  the  Plaintiff  leave  to 
amend ;  but,  under  the  circumstances,  I  will  not  allow 
any  costs  of  the  demurrer. 


ATov.  30. 


HAWKE  V.  KEMP. 


npHE  Defendant,  in  his  answer,  admitted  to  have  in 
-'-  his  hands  certain  deeds  and  papers,  and  a  balance 
of  the  estate. 


Where  a  De- 
fendant ad- 
mits by  his 
answer  the 
possession  of 
documents, 
and  a  balance 
of  money,  it  is 
irregular  to 
move  for  the 
production  of 
the  former, 
and  payment 

into  Court  of  the  latter,  by  two  separate  motions.  They  ought  to  be  included  in 
one.  ^  In  this  case  the  Court  ordered  thePlaintiiTto  pay  the  extra  costs  occasioned 
Ly  this  irregular  proceeding. 


Mr.  Addis  now  made  two  motions  in  this  case,  the 
first  for  the  production  of  papers,  the  second  for  the 
payment  of  the  money  into  Court. 

Mr. 
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Mr.  FMeti,  contrdf  did  not  object  to  the  production  1 840. 
of  the  papers,  or  to  the  payment  of  the  money  into 
Court,  but  he  insisted  that  the  Plaintiff  had  been  guilty 
of  vexation  in  making  this  application  by  two  separate 
motions  when  one  would  have  been  sufficient;  he  there- 
fore contended  that  the  Plaintiff  ought  to  bear  the  extra 
expenses  which  had  been  incurred  thereby. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  said,  that  to  mark  his 
disapprobation  of  this  course  of  proceeding,  he  must 
insert  in  the  order,  to  be  made  in  this  case,  a  direction, 
that  in  taxing  the  costs  of  the  suit,  the  extra  costs,  in- 
curred in  consequence  of  these  two  motions,  should  be 
paid  by  the  Plaintiff. 


T 


TARBUCK  V.  WOODCOCK.  ^«-4- 


WO  pleas  for  want  of  parties  were  put  m,  to  the  bill  The  same  so- 

1  .  1  1   r^  *.     1  11*1    ""tor  put  in 

m  this  cause,  by  several  Defendants,  and  which  and  set  down 

being  set  down,  were  allowed  with  costs.  for  hearing 

want  of  par- 
Mr.  Kindersley  afterwards  observed,  that  these  two  ^^l^\  j^ 
pleas  had  been  filed  and  set  down  for  argument  by  the  fendants,  send 
solicitor,  and  he  contended  that  the  costs  of  one  same  y^^^  allowed : 
only  ought  to  be  allowed,  as  the  several  parties  might  ^^^  ^'^"J|? 
have  joined  in  one  plea,  and  thus  have  saved  the  ex-  to  pay  the 

penses.  costs  of  one 

^  only  of  such 

pleas. 

Mr.  Pembaton  and  Mr.  B.  Chapman^  contra^  con- 
tended that  the  course  was  regular,  as  the  interests  of 
the  two  parties  were  quite  distinct. 

The 
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Taabuck 

V. 

Woodcock. 
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The  Master  of  the  Rolls.  I  think  that  two  such 
pleas  ought  not  to  have  been  filed  by  the  same  solicitor ; 
I  will  allow  the  costs  of  one  only. 


Dee.  4. 


WOOD  v.  HARPUR. 


AfBdaviu 
sworn  before 
a  master  ex- 
traordinary, 
who  was  toe 
clerk  of  the 
Plaintiff's  at- 
tomev,  re- 
ected. 


nPHIS  was  a  motion  to  commit  the  Defendants  for 
•^  the  breach  of  an  injunction,  and  it  was  proposed  to 
read  certain  affidavits,  which  were  objected  to,  on  the 
ground  that  they  had  been  sworn  before  a  Master  ex- 
traordinary of  the  Court,  who  acted  as  clerk'  to  the 
Plaintiff's  attorney. 


Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Lee^  for  the  Plaintiff. 

Mr.  Kinderdey  and  Mr.  Dixon^  for  the  Defendants. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  rejected  the  affidavits  on 
the  ground  stated. 


Nov.  so. 

Dec.  8. 


CHOWICK  V.  DIMES. 


A  sole  Plain-  fTlHlS  was  a  suit  to  redeem  a  mortgage  and  judg- 
died,  the  ments ;  and  the  sole  Plaintiff  having  died,  the  De- 
Court,  on  the  fendant  moved  that  his  administrator  might  revive  the 
application  of  ,  ,  .»  .  ,  ,  i.  .  .  •• 
the  Defend-  cause,  or  that  the  bill  might  be  dismissed  without  costs, 
ant,  ordered  jl^.^ 
that  the  ad- 
ministrator should  revive,  or  that  the  bill  should  be  dismissed  without  costs. 
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Mr.  Bacan^  for  the  motion,  pressed  upon  the  attention        1840. 
of  the  Court  the  hardship  of  allowing  a  suit  to  continue 
in  Court,  the  effect  of  which,  according  to  the  doctrine 
of  lis  pendens^  would  prevent  the  parties  dealing  with 
their  estate. 

Mr.  E.  MontagUj  contra. 

Canham  v.  Vincent  (a),  Adamson  v.  Htdl  (&),  and  The 
Bishop  of  Winchester  v.  Paine  (c),  were  cited. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  said  that  he  would  make 
enquiry  as  to  the  practice  in  such  cases. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls.  Dee.  s. 

In  this  case  the  sole  Plaintiff  being  dead,  the  De- 
fendant moved  that  his  administrator  might  revive  the 
cause,  or  that  the  bill  might  be  dismissed  without  costs. 

As  the  administrator  is  at  liberty  to  move  at  any 
time,  and  by  doing  so  may  give  the  effect  of  lis  pendens 
to  the  whole  continuance  of  the  cause,  and  the  uncer- 
tainty, whether  he  will  do  so  or  not,  must  be  very  incon- 
venient to  the  Defendant,  the  application  appeared  to 
me  to  be  reasonable,  and  in  conformity  with  the  prac- 
tice which  the  Court  has  adopted  in  similar  cases ;  and 
I  should  have  granted  the  application  at  the  time,  if  I 
had  not  been  informed  that  a  like  case  had  been  under 
the  consideration  of  the  Vice-Chancellor,  who  had  re- 
fused the  motion.  It  appears  that  in  Canham  v.  Vin- 
centy  which  is  the  case  referred  to,  the  opinion  of  the 
Vice-Chancellor  was  not  founded  on  any  supposed  want 
of  authority  in  the  Court,  or  on  any  supposed  incon- 
venience 

(a)  S  5iiii.  277.  (c)  U  Vet.  194. 

(6)  1  Sim.  ^  St.  249. 
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1840.  yenience  likely  to  ensue  from  granting  or  refusing  the 
application,  but  simply  on  the  ground  that  no  case 
was  cited  in  which  the  application  was  granted  after  op- 
position. 

I  have  made  inquiries  on  the  subject,  and  omitting 
those  cases  which  have  arisen  in  bankruptcy,  which 
though  strongly  analogous,  may  be  thought  not  strictly 
applicable,  I  find  that  in  Jone$  v.  Massey  {a)  the  two 
Plaintiffs  were  dead,  and  on  affidavit  of  service  of  notice 
of  motion  by  the  Defendants,  the  Bank  of  England,  on 
the  executor  of  the  Plaintiff  who  died  last,  it  was  or- 
dered that  the  bill  might  be  revived  in  a  fortnight,  or 
that  an  injunction  that  had  been  granted  might  be  dis- 
solved, and  the  bill  dismissed  with  costs;  that  in  Turner 
V.  Cole  {b)  an  injunction  to  stay  proceedings  at  law  had 
been  obtained,  and  continued  on  the  merits  confessed  in 
the  answer,  and  on  the  Plaintiff's  bringing  deeds  into 
Court  and  paying  a  sum  of  money  into  the  Bank ;  the 
sole  Plaintiff  being  dead,  the  Defendant  moved  against 
the  executrix  that  she  should  revive  the  cause  in  a  fort- 
night, or  that  the  injunction  should  be  dissolved,  and  it 
was  so  ordered :  the  Defendant  then  revived  his  judg- 
ment at  law  and  levied  execution,  after  which  a  balance  re- 
mained due  to  him,  and  thereupon  he  moved  in  the  abated 
cause  that  the  executrix  of  the  deceased  Plaintiff  might 
either  revive  the  suit  in  a  limited  time,  or  that  the  Ac- 
countant-General  might  transfer  to  the  Defendant  the 
fund  which  arose  from  the  money  paid  into  Court  by 
the  deceased  Plaintiff,  and  also  that  the  title  deeds  de- 
posited by  the  deceased  Plaintiff  might  be  delivered  to 
the  Defendant's  clerk  in  Court  for  his  use,  and  it  was 
so  ordered. 

In 

(a)  17th  Dec.  1805.  Reg.  {b)  28th  March^  1808.  Reg. 
lAh.  A.  1805.  fo.  30.  Lib.  B.  1807.  ^o,  495. 
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In  Brawn  v.  Warner  (4th  of  February  1809)  {a\  the  1840. 
Plaintiff  had  obtained  an  injunction  to  restrain  the  Defend- 
ant from  proceeding  in  an  action  to  recover  possession  of  a 
messuage,  and  the  injunction  had  been  continued  on  the 
merits.  The  sole  Plaintiff  then  died,  and  his  widow 
took  possession  of  the  messuage ;  it  was  not  then  known 
whether  the  deceased  had  made  a  will,  and  no  letters 
of  administration  had  been  granted ;  under  those  cir- 
cumstances, it  was  ordered  that  the  representative  of  the 
late  Plaintiff  should  exhibit  a  bill  of  revivor  in  a  fortnight, 
or  in  default  thereof  that  the  bill  should  be  dismissed 
with  costs :  and  it  was  ordered  that  service  of  the  order 
on  the  late  Plaintiff's  clerk  in  court  and  on  his  solicitors 
and  on  the  widow  should  be  deemed  good  service. 

These  orders  were  made  by  Lord  Eldon;  and  although 
it  does  not  appear  that  in  any  of  them,  the  representative 
of  the  deceased  party  appeared  and  resisted  the  motion, 
yet  I  cannot  suppose  that  orders  so  special  passed  with- 
out consideration,  or  that  they  are  such  as  would  not 
have  been  made,  if  the  representatives  had  appeared  and 
stated  no  sufficient  reasons  against  them ;  and  although 
there  might,  as  I  conceive,  have  been  some  modification 
of  the  orders  as  to  costs,  if  the  representatives  had  ap- 
peared, there  seems  no  reason  to  dispute  the  regularity 
of  the  orders  in  any  other  respect ;  and  I  apprehend  that 
if  these  orders  had  been  brought  to  the  attention  of  the 
Vice-chancellor,  he  would  have  decided  the  case  Can-- 
ham  v.  Vincent  differently.  The  inconvenience  would 
undoubtedly  be  very  great  to  the  Defendant,  if  it  were 
left  to  the  option  of  the  administrator  of  a  deceased  sole 
Plaintiff,  to  keep  the  Defendant  in  a  state  of  uncertainty 
as  to  the  prosecution  of  the  suit,  for  an  indefinite  period : 
whilst,  on  an  application  of  this  kind,  the  administrator 

appearing, 

(a)  Reg.  Lib.  A.  1808.  fol.  194.;  and  cited  4  J/a<f.  171.,  and 
3  Mad.  Pr.  368.,  1st  edit. 
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appearing,  may  ask  for  a  reasonable  time  to  make  up 
his  mind  whether  he  will  go  on  with  the  suit  or  not 

The  cases  which  I  have  mentioned,  were  all  of  them 
cases  in  which  injunctions  had  been  granted,  but  it  does 
not  appear  to  me,  that  that  is  a  circumstance  which 
makes  any  real  difference  in  the  question;  having  re- 
gard to  these  cases,  and  to  the  analogous  cases  of  defect 
by  bankruptcy  and  abatement  by  the  marriage  of  a  feme 
sole  Plaintiff,  I  am  of  opinion  that  this  motion  should 
be  granted,  unless  it  should  appear,  that  in  consequence 
of  the  whole  interest  of  the  deceased  Plaintiff  not  being 
vested  in  his  legal  personal  representative,  some  further 
\iotice  is  yet  wanting. 


NoTX.«-Tbe  following  are 
the  cases  on  this  subject. 

(1735)  Duke  Chandat  y.  TaU 
boi^  Seh  Ca.  in  Ch.  S4.  (1788, 
Oct.  tf  9.)  HiU  V.  Hoare,  2  Cox. 
50.  (1809,  Feb.  4.)  Browne  y. 
Warner^  Reg.  Lib.  A.  194.,  cited 
4  Madd.  171.  and  Madd.  Pr.  ii. 
p.368.  (\8U)  Randall y.  Mum- 
ford,  18  Yes.  484.  Assignees. 
(1818)  Wheeler  v.  Malint,  4 
Madd.  171.  (1820)  Porter  v. 
Car,  5  Madd.  80.  Assignees. 
(1823)  Adamton  v.  Hull,  1  Sim. 
&  St.  249.;  1  Turn.  &  R.  258. 
(1825,  July  16.)  Bolton  v.  Bol- 


ton, Reg,  Lib.  A.  1593.;  2  Sim. 
&  SU  571.  (1826)  Sharp  v. 
HuUett,  2  Sim.  &  St.  496.(1831, 
June  9^,)  TVoward  v.  Bingham, 
4  Sim.  485.  (1834,  Feb.  5.)  Bur- 
nelly.  Duke  of  Wellington, 6  Sim. 
461.  (1838,  June  15.)  Canham 
V.  Vincent^  8  Sim.  277.;  Holt  y. 
Hardcattle,  5  Yo.  &  Col.  236. 
(1858);  and  see  Chichetter  v. 
Hunter^  post.,  and  Canham  y. 
Vincent,  before  the  Vice  Chan* 
cellor  o£  England,  23d  February 
1842,  in  which,  after  considering 
the  authorities,  his  Honor  fol- 
lowed the  decision  in  the  text. 


The  following  unreported  cases 
relate  to  this  subject. 

Johnson  v.  Hoblock. — Upon 
motion  this  day  (llth  November 
1708),  made  unto  this  Court  by 
Mr.  Moxon,  being  of  the  De- 
fendant's counsel,  it  was  alleged, 
that  the  said  Plaintiff  Elizabeth 
Johnson  formerly  exhibited  her 
bill  in  this  Court  against  the 
said  Defendant,  to  which  he  put 


in  his  answer;  and  the  said 
Elizabeth  about  a  year  since 
intermarried  with  one  Jamet 
Humphry,  who  had  not  thought 
fit  to  revive  the  suit ;  and,  there- 
fore, it  was  prayed,  that  the  bill 
might  stand  dismissed  out  of  this 
Court:  whereupon,  it  was  or- 
dered, that  the  said  Humphry 
do,  within  a  week  after  notice 
hereof,  procure  this  suit  to  be 
revived 
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revhrcd,  or  in  de&ult  thereof 
that  the  Plaintiff's  bill  should 
stand  dismissed  out  of  this  Court, 
with  costs,  to  be  taxed  by  Sir 
Ricka-d  Holford,  Knight,  &c. 

Reg.  Lib.  1708.  A.  134. 

FftBVCH  V,  Barber.  —  It  ap- 
peared that  after  the  answers  had 
been  filed,  the  Plaintiff  became 
tmnkrupt,  and  that  assignees  had 
been  appointed,  ••  but  had  not 
stirred  a  step  in  the  cause." 

On  motion  by  two  of  the  De- 
fendants made  the  26th  o?June 
1 78S,  and  on  hearing  counsel  for 
the  Plaintiff,  it  was  ordered  "that 
the  assignees  do  file  a  supple- 
mental bill,  on  or  before  the  first 
day  of  next  term,  or  that,  in  de- 
fault thereof,  the  Plaintiff's  bill 
as  to  the  said  Defendants  Maiy 
JBoitin  and  Matthias  Barber  do 
stand  dismissed  out  of  this  Court 
without  costs. 

Reg.  Lib.  1781.  A.  416. 

Jones  v,  Massey.  —  Upon 
opening,  &c.,  the  17th  of  De» 
eember  1805,  it  was  alleged  that 
the  Plaintiffs  exhibited  this  bill 
and  obtained  an  injunction  against 
the  Defendants,  the  Governor 
and  Company  of  the  Bank  of 
Englandy  to  restrain  them  from 
permitting  the  Defendant  Etfre 
Mauey^  or  any  person  or  per- 
sons, however  authonsed  by  him, 
to  transfer  the  annuities  in  the 
bill  mentioned,  or  to  receive 
the  interest  and  dividends  there- 
of. That  the  said  Defendants 
have  put  in  their  answer  to  the 
said  bill.  That  the  PJuintiffs  are 
since  dead,  and  the  Plaintiff 
Michael  Jonet,  having  survived 
the  Plaintiff  Charles  J.  Morgan, 

X 


by  his  will  appointed  John  Janes 
sole  executor  thereof.  That 
the  said  John  Jones  had  not  re- 
vived this  suit ;  and  therefore,  it 
was  prayed,  that  the  Plaintiff's 
bill  might  be  revived  in  a  fort- 
night, or  that  in  default  thereof, 
the  injunction  issued  against  the 
said  Defendants,  the  Governor 
and  Company  of  the  Bank  of 
England,  to  restrain,  &c.,  might 
be  dissolved;  and  that  the  bill 
filed  in  this  cause  might  stand 
dbmissed  out  of  this  Court,  with 
costs  to  be  paid  to  the  Defend- 
ants, the  Governor  and  Company 
of  the  Bank  of  England;  which, 
upon  hearing  an  affidavit  of  no- 
tice of  this  motion  to  John  Jones 
read,  is  ordered  accordingly,  and 
it  is  hereby  referred  to  Mr.  jHar- 
vcy,  one  of  the  Masters,  &c.,  to 
tax  the  said  costs. 

Reg.  Lib.  1805.  A.  fo.  90. 

Turner  o.  Cole.  —  Robert 
Turner  filed  his  bill  against  De- 
fendant for  an  account  and  an 
injunction  to  restrain  an  action 
at  law.  The  common  injunction 
had  been  obtained  forwant  of  an- 
swer; and  the  answer  coming  in, 
the  injunction  was,  upon  a  motion 
to  dissolve,  continued,  upon  the 
Plaintiff  leaving  with  his  clerk  in 
Court  certain  title  deeds,  and 
paying  into  Court  the  sum  of 
800/.  The  Plaintiff  died,  leav- 
ing Elizabeth  Riley  executrix; 
who  not  having  revived  the  suit, 
the  defendant,  on  the  19th  of 
May  1806,  obtained  an  order, 
that  Elizabeth  Riley  should  re- 
vive within  a  fortnight,  or,  in  de- 
fault, that  the  injunction  should 
stand  dissolved.  The  suit  not 
having  been  revived,  the  injunc^ 
2  tion 
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tion  became  dissolved,  **  and  the 
Defendant,  having  revived  his 
jndgment  in  case,  levied  execu- 
tion on  the  said  late  Plaintiff's 
effects;  and  the  balance  of  the 
Defendant's  demand  under  that 
judgment,  after  deducting  the 
monies  raised  from  the  sale  of 
the  said  late  Plaintiff's  effecto, 
amounted  to  the  sum  of  486/. 
19tf.  6d»;  that  the  Defendant  was 
advised  that  he  was  entitled  to 
the  custody  of  the  title  deeds 
at  present  in  the  possession  of 
the  late  Plaintiff's  clerk  in  Court, 
on  the  ground  that  he  had  an 
equitable  lien  thereon,  by  way  of 
further  security,  for  the  money 
he  obtained  judgment  for  in  the 
action  in  case.  Whereupon,  and 
upon  hearing  the  said  order 
dated  the  19th  day  o(May  1806,. 
and  an  affidavit  of  service  of  no- 
tice of  this  motion  to.  the  said 
Elizabeth  Riley  and  to  the  clerk 
in  Court  of  the  said  late  Plaintiff, 
and  the  Accountant-Greneral's 
certificate  read,  his  Lordship 
OBDBKEO,  that  the  said  Elizabeth 
Riley,  the  executrix  of  the  said 
late  Plaintiff  Robert  Turner^ 
should,  on  or  before  the  first  day 
ofEoiter  term  next, file  a  bill  of 
revivor  against  the  Defendant  in 
this  cause,  to  revive  this  suit ;  or 
in  default  of  such  bill  of  revivor 
being  filed,  then  the  349/.  ?«., 
5  per  cent,  consolidated  Bank 
annuities  (upon  which  the  200/. 
had  been  invested),  standing  in 
the  name  of  the  Accountant-Ge» 
neral  of  this  Court,  and  the  sum 
of  39/.  169.  Sd,  cash  in  the  Bank 
placed  to  the  credit  of  this  cause 
should  be  transferred  and  paid  to 
the  Defendant  John  Cole,  in  part 
satisfaction  of  the  judgment  in 
case,  obtained  by  him  against  the 


said  Defendant,  and  in  the  plead* 
ings  of  this  cause  mentionec^  and 
in  case  the  said  EUzabeth  Riley 
should  not  file  such  bill  ef  re- 
vivor as  aforesaid,  by  the  time 
aforesaid,  it  was  further  ordered 
that  the  title  deeds,  deposited  by 
the  said  late  Plaintiff  i?oderf7%r- 
ii«r  with  his  clerk  inCourt,should 
be  delivered  over  from  the  said 
late  Plaintiff's  clerk  in  Court  to 
the  Defendant's  clerk  in  Court 
for  the  said  Defendant's  use."  > 
Reg.  Lib.  1807.  B.  495. 

Browne  v.  WikRNEB. — An  in- 
junction had  been  granted  to 
restrain  an  action  of  ejectment ; 
the  Plaintiff  died,  and  there  ap- 
peared to  be  no  representative. 
The  widow,  however,  retained 
possession  of  premises,  and  paid 
no  rent.  It  was,  on  the  4th  of 
February  1809,  ordered,  that  the 
representative  of  said  late  Plain- 
tiff do,  within  a  fortnight  after 
notice  hereof,  exhibit  a  bill  of 
revivor  in  order  to  revive  this 
suit ;  or  in  default  thereof  that 
the  injunction  awarded  in  this 
cause  should  be  dissolved,  and 
that  the  PlaintiflPs  bill  should 
stand  dismissed  out  of  this  Court, 
with  costs ;  and  it  was  further 
ordered  that  service  of  this  order 
on  the  late  Plaintiff's  clerk  in 
Court,  and  on  the  late  Plaintiff's 
solicitor,  and  on  the  widow  of  the 
Plaintifi^  be  deemed  good  service. 
Reg.  Lib.  1808.  A.  194. 

Bromley  v.  Gregory  and 
Others.  —The  Plaintiff  ^ronr/^y 
became  bankrupt,  and  no  further 
proceedings  having  been  taken, 
it  was  moved  that  the  Plaintiff 
Bromley  might  file  a  bill  of  re- 
vivor and  supplement  in  this 
causi» 
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cause  vdthin  fourteen  days  after 
the  date  of  this  order ;  or  in  de- 
fault thsreof,  that  the  bill  filed 
in  this  cause  might  be  dismissed 
as  agaiiBt  the  Defendant  moving, 
which,  ipon  hearing  an  affidavit 
ofservioe  of  notice  of  this  motion 
read,  was  ordered  accordingly. 
Reg.  Lib.  A.  18 IS.  fo.  1527. 

Mills  v.  Fry.— The  bill  was 
filed  in  J81S,  and  a  receiver  had 
been  appointed;  the  answer  was 
filed  in  1 8 1 5.  No  further  steps  had 
been  taken,  and  the  sole  Plaintiff 
had  become  bankrupt.  Upon  mo- 
tion and  on  hearing  counsel  for 
the  Plaintiff,  it  was  ordered  *'  that 
the  Plaintiff  do  within  three  weeks 
file  a  supplemental  bill  in  this 
cause  against  the  Defendant;  or 
in  default  thereof,  that  the  Plain- 
tiff's bill  do  stand  dismissed  out 
of  this  Court  for  want  of  prose- 


cution, with  costs  to  be  taxed  by 
Mr.  nomtont  one  of  the  Mas- 
ters of  this  Court." 

Reg.  Lib.  1816.  B.83. 

Wilkinson  o.Charlesvtorth. 
—  Caro&ne  Wilkinson,  the  sole 
Plaintiff,  marriedBobert  Malcolm 
on  the  30th  of  Decemher  1830; 
and  no  further  proceedings  hav- 
ing been  taken  in  the  cause,  it 
was  ordered  by  the  Master  of  the 
Rolls  on  the  petition  of  the  De- 
fendants, **  that  the  Plaintiff,  and 
Robert  Malcolm  her  husband,  do 
file  a  bill  of  revivor  against  the 
Defendants,  on  or  before  the  first 
day  of  next  Michaelmai  term ;  or 
in  default  thereof,  it  was  ordered, 
(after  hearing  both  parties,)  that 
the  original  bill  should  stand  dis- 
missed out  of  this  Court  without 
costs.*' 

Reg.  Lib.  1831.  B.  2359. 
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The  ATTORNEY-GENERAL  v.  NETHERCOAT. 


Kov.  85. 
JJec*  8* 


TN  this  case  Mr.  AspinaU  liad  obtained  an  order  for  An  applicap 

■*•  the  taxation  of  the  bills  of  his  solicitor,  Mr.  Howes,  ^tonltion  of 

Upon  the  taxation,  the  bills  were  (under  the  peculiar  a  solicitor's 

circumstances  stated  in  the  judgment  of  the  Court)  re-  5y  petition, 

duced  from  SIO/.  I65.  2d.  to  46/.  Is.,  which,  after  de-  rtating  pai^ 

ducting  a  sum  already  paid  on  account,  left  6/.  45.  8i.  grounds  of 

due  to  the  solicitor.  complaint. 

and  not  by 
motion. 

Mr.  AspinaU  then  obtained  the  usual  order  of  course    .  ^"  ^^ 
^  .        ,  r    i_  -  •  -t   i*  ^*on>  charges 

tor  taxing  the  costs  ot  this  taxation,  and  for  payment  disallowed  for 

thereof  7*"^^^*": 
thonty,  and 

charges  reduced  by  limiting  to  one  of  several  defendants  his  aliquot  part  of  a  joint 

charge,  ought  not  to  be  computed  in  determining  on  whom  the  costs  of  taxation 

should  fall,  $emblc. 

X  s 


29B  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

1840.       thereof  by  the  solicitor,  on  the  ground  that  more  than 
one  sixth  had  been  taxed  off. 


Mr.  PembertoHf  on  behalf  of  Mr.  Howes f  now  moved 
NsTBERcoAT.  to  discharge  the  order  for  taxation  of  the  costs  of  tax- 
ation, and  for  a  re-taxation  of  the  bills  of  costs. 

Mr.  James  Russell^  contra,  objected  that  the  Applica- 
tion ought  to  be  by  petition  and  not  by  motion.  He 
argued  that  the  objections  to  the  certificate  ought  to  be 
specifically  pointed  out;  that  the  Court  would  not  en- 
tertain jurisdiction  as  to  the  quantum  of  costs  allowed: 
Attomey^General  v.  Broom  (a),  Alsop  v.  Lord  Oxford  (6) ; 
and  further,  that  the  Court  could  not  interfere  until 
the  certificate  of  the  Master  bad  been  previously  dis- 
charged.    He  also  referred  to  Muskett  v.  HilL  (c) 

Mr.  Pembetion,  in  reply. 


Bee.  8.  The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

In  this  case  a  motion  was  made  by  Mr.  Thomas 
Howes,  a  solicitor,  to  discharge  an  order,  dated  the  16tb 
day  of  Jtdy  1840,  for  the  taxation  of  costs  occasioned 
by  the  taxation  of  'Mx.  Hotx>es*s  bill  under  a  former 
order,  and  for  payment  of  such  costs ;  and  at  the  same 
time  Mr.  Hoooes  moves  that  the  Master  may  review  his 
taxation. 

The  case  seems  to  be,  that  Mr.  Aspinall  and  seven 

other  Defendants  employed  Mr.  Howes  as  their  solicitor 

in  the  cause ;  and  that  besides  such  employment  on  the 

behalf  of  the  eight  defendants,  Mr.  Howes  was  employed 

as  solicitor  in  some  matters  by  Mr.  Aspinall  separately. 

Mr. 

(fl)  1  MyL  4-  JT.  567.  (c)  Pott,  p.  301- 

{b)  lb.  564.;  Selon  Decrees, 
595. 
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Mr.  Aspinallj  desiring  to  discontinue  the  employment        1840. 
of  Mr.  Howes  as  his  solicitor,  on  the  7th  of  September     ^J«l^^ 
1838  obtained  the  common  order  for  the  delivery  of    Attorney- 
Mr.  Homers  bill  of  fees  and  disbursements,  claimed  to      CJknkeal 
be  due  to  him  in  this  cause  and  all  other  matters :  for  Nbthebcoat. 
taxation  of  the  bills :  production  of  papers :  and  on  pay- 
ment of  what,  if  any  thing,  was  due,  for  delivery  up  of 
all  deeds,  papers  and  writings  belonging  to  Mr.  As^ 
pinaU. 

Pursuant  to  the  order,  Mr.  Howes  carried  in  three 
bills :  —  two  of  them  for  business  done  for  Mr.  AspinaU 
separately,  and  the  third  for  busbess  done  for  the  eight 
Defendants,  and  purporting  to  be  a  charge  against 
them. 

No  question  is  made  respecting  the  proceedings  on 
the  two  bills  for  business  done  by  Mr.  Howes  for  Mr. 
AspinaU  separately. 

But  with  respect  to  thenhird  bill,  it  is  said,  that 
amongst  the  charges  therein  contained,  were  the  costs 
of  resisting  a  motion  for  a  receiver ;  and  it  being  al- 
leged, and  I  presume,  shewn  to  the  satisfaction  of  the 
Master,  that  the  resistance  to  the  motion  was  not  au- 
thorised by  AspinaU^  the  charges  made  in  respect 
thereof  were  not  taxed,  but  wholly  disallowed  by  the 
Master.  By  this  disallowance,  and  by  the  sums  taxed 
off  other  charges,  the  sum  appearing  due  to  the  solicitor 
was  very  greatly  reduced ;  and  the  Master,  having  di- 
vided this  reduced  sum  into  eight  equal  parts,  charged 
Aspinall  with  only  one  of  them ;  and  after  giving  him 
credit  for  sums  previously  paid,  what  appeared  to  re- 
main due  to  Howes  was  very  small. 

The  certificate  is  dated  the  11th  of  July  1840,  and 
without  stating  any  special  circumstances,  certifies,  in 
substance,  that  the  Master  in  taxing  the  bill  (meaning 

X4  the 
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1840.        the  three  bills),  amounting  to  310/.  165.  2d.f  had  re- 
duced  the  same   to  46/.  l5.,   which,   after  deducting 
S9L  165.  M.f  admitted  to  have  been  paid,  left  the  sum 
6L  45.  8c/.,  which  he  found  due  to  Howes  in  respect  of 
NcTHEBcoAT.  the  bill. 

Upon  this  certificate,  Mr.  AspinaU  obtained  an  order, 
as  of  course,  dated  the  16th  of  July  1840,  for  the  tax- 
ation of  the  costs  occasioned  by  the  former  taxation, 
and  for  payment  thereof. 

And  now  Mr.  Howes  makes  his  motion  for  a  dis* 
charge  of  that  order  and  a  re-taxation  of  his  bills. 

Having  regard  to  the  certificate,  I  think  that  the 
order  complained  of  is  regular;  and  whilst  the  order 
and  the  certificate  stand,  I  think  I  cannot  regularly 
order  a  re-taxation  of  the  bill,  and  that,  on  this  form  of 
proceeding,  I  cannot  regularly  refer  it  back  to  the 
Master  to  review  his  certificate.  I  must  therefore 
refuse  this  application. 

But  if  the  facts  be  as  I  have  understood  them,  it 
appears  to  me,  that  the  certificate  is  not  such,  as,  under 
the  circumstances,  ought  to  have  been  made.  This  is 
by  no  means  the  case  of  a  bill  of  310/.  165.  2cL  reduced 
by  taxation  to  46/.  l5.,  but  a  case,  partly  of  reduction 
by  disallowance  of  entire  sums,  objected  to  by  AspinaU 
for  want  of  authority,  and  partly  of  reduction,  by  limit- 
ation of  the  claim  against  one  to  his  aliquot  part,  as  if 
he  were  under  no  liability  as  to  the  remainder ;  and 
these  are  circumstances  which  ought  to  be  considered. 

If  Mr.  Howes  be  really  aggrieved  in  this  matter,  I 
think  that  he  has  mistaken  his  mode  of  obtaining  re- 
dress, and  that  he  ought  to  have  applied  by  petition, 
stating  particularly  the  grounds  of  his  complaint,  and 
seeking  to  be  relieved  from  the  certificate. 

A  case 
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A  case  of  Muskett  v.  Hill  (a),  resembling  this  in  some        1 840. 
of  the  circumstances,^  was  brought  before  me  in  June     ^^mf^*^ 
last.     In  that  case  the  special  circumstances  were  stated     Atto&net- 
in  the  certificate,  but  nevertheless  the  certificate  itself     Gkneral 
appeared  to  me  to  be  so  expressed,  as  to  make  the  order  Methercoat. 
to  tax  the  costs  of  taxation  regular ;  and  no  application 
being  made  to  be  relieved   from   the   certificate,   the 
motion  was  therefore  refused  with  costs. 

Thinking  the  present  application  irregular,  I  must 
also  refuse  it  with  costs ;  but  at  the  same  time,  see- 
ing some  reason  to  think  that  Mr.  Haxes  may  have 
a  just  ground  of  complaint,  I  refuse  this  motion,  with- 
out prejudice  to  any  other  application  which  he  may 
be  advised  to  make,  respecting  the  orders  of  the  7th  of 
September  1838  and  the  16th  oi  Jtdy  1840,  the  taxation 
under  the  first  order  and  the  certificate  of  such  tax- 
ation. 

{a)  See  next  cage. 


MUSKETT  V.   HILL.  June  ^4. 

A    SOLICITOR  was  retained  in  this  cause  by  Mr.  A  solicitor 
"^^  Nicholls  and  four  other  defendants.     Mr.  NichoUs  by  a?B.  and 

bavins  withdrawn  his  retainer,  the  solicitor  delivered  four  other  de- 

.  _  rr^  .       iendant8;il. 

his  bill  of  costs,  amountmg  to  19/.  195.  2a.     The  prm-  B,  having 

cipal  items  consisted  of  a  charize  of  13/.  for  the  office  J'.*'*'^™;*^° 
^  °  018  retainer, 

copy  of  the  bill,  and  &L  45.  2d.  for  a  close  copy  thereof,    the  solicitor 

•*yr  delirered  his 
^^*  bill  against  A. 
B.,  amounting  to  19/.  \9t.,  which  was  referred  for  taxation;  the  Master,  consider- 
ing that  A,  B.  was  liable  to  one  fifth  part  only  of  several  charges,  struck  off  four 
filths  thereof,  and  certified  he  had  taxed  the  bill  at  4/.  lOf.  6d.  The  client  then 
obtained  an  order  of  course  for  payment  by  the  solicitor  of  the  costs  of  the  tax- 
ation; a  motion  beins  made,  on  behalf  of  the  solicitor,  to  discharge  the  latter  order 
for  irregularity,  on  the  ground  that  more  than  one  sixth  had  not  been  struck  off 
within  the  rule,  but  no  application  being  made  to  be  relieved  from  the  certificate, 
which  warranted  the  second  order,  the  motion  was,  on  that  ground,  refused,  with  costs. 
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1840.  Mr.  NichoUs  obtained  the  usual  order  for  the  taxation 

of  this  bill,  and  the  Master  certified,  that  it  appearing 
that  certain  items  therein,  amounting  together  to  the 
sum  of  19/.  &s.  lOd.,  concerned  Mr.  Nickolb  jointlj  with 
four  other  defendants,  and  that  Mr.  NickoUis  proportion 
thereof  amounted  to  the  sum  of  SL  17$.  2d.f  and  that  the 
other  items  therein,  amounting  to  the  sum  of  19s;  4^^, 
related  to  Mr.  NichoUs  solely,  he  had  taxed  the  bill  at 
42.  105.  6^,  which  he  found  due  to  the  solicitor. 

Mr.  NickoUs  obtained  an  order  of  course,  referring  it 
back  to  the  Master  to  tax  Mr.  Ntcholls*s  costs  of  the 
taxation  and  of  that  application  and  incident  thereto, 
and  that  the  solicitor  might  pay  such  costs  when  taxed. 

It  was  now  moved  on  behalf  of  the  solicitor,  that  the 
last  order  might  be  discharged  for  irregularity. 

Mr.  0.  Anderdon,  for  the  motion,  contended  that 
there  had  not  been  a  taxation  off  of  more  than  one 
sixth  within  the  rule,  so  as  to  render  the  solicitor  liable 
to  pay  the  costs  of  the  taxation ;  that  there  had  been  no 
taxation  off  of  particular  items,  but  the  proportion  to 
which  the  parties  were  liable  had  been  settled  by  the 
Master,  who  had  struck  out  such  part  as  he  considered 
other  persons  were  liable  to;  that  where  items  to 
which  a  party  is  not  liable  are  struck  out,  such  items 
are  not  taken  into  consideration  in  the  computation  of 
the  one  sixth ;  Rigbt^  v.  Edwards  (a),  Marshall  v.  Ox- 
Jbrd.  (b)  He  also  argued,  that  the  retainer  being  joint, 
the  five  defendants  were  jointly  liable  for  the  whole,  as 
some  might  be  unable  to  pay. 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Teed,  contra,  were  not  heard  by 

JTie 
(a)  5  Mad,  SO.,  and  Beames         (b)  S  Simont,  456. 
on  Coiif,  301.382. 
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The  Master  of  the  Rolls,  who  said,  that  notwith-  1840. 
standing  the  special  circumstances  in  the  case,  the 
Master  had  certified  that  he  had  taxed  a  bill  of 
19^  195.  ^d.  at  4/.  105.  6(/.,  and  no  application  being 
made  to  be  relieved  from  that  certificate,  which  war« 
ranted  the  order  for  taxing  the  costs  of  the  taxation,  the 
motion  must  be  refused  with  costs. 


HOLMES  V.  The  Corporation  of  ARUNDEL.         j^^^  ^  j,. 

^TIHE  Defendants'  answer  having  been  referred  for  By  taking  pro- 

■*-    impertinence,  the  Master,  by  his  report,  dated  the  feedings  to 

'  ^  •'  r     ^  expunge  mat- 

6th  of  Naoember^  reported  some  of  the  passages  com-  ter  reported 

plained  of  to  be  impertinent,  but  he  disallowed  the  re-  to  beimperti- 

maining  exceptions.  nent,  a  party 

adopts  the 
report  al- 
The  Plaintiff  caused  the  report  to  be  filed  on  the  together,  and 

11th  of  November^  and  on  the  16th  of  the  same  month  wards,  unless 
he   took   out  a  warrant  to   expunge   the   impertinent  hy  the  special 

matter,  which  warrant  was  returnable  on  the  19th.  Court,  take 

exceptions 
to  the  report 
On  the  17th  of  November  the  Defendants  filed  ex-  as  to  passages 

ceptions  to  the  Master's  report,  which  they  set  down  on  ^ncnl    ^^' 

the  following  day,  and  they  duly  served  the  order.     On 

the  19th  the  parties  attended  before  the  Master  on  the 

warrant  to  expunge,  when  the  Defendants'  exceptions  to 

the  report,  and  the  order  to  set  them  down,  were  shewn 

as  cause  against  expunging,  and  which  cause  was  allowed 

by  the  Master,  {a) 

After 

(a)  See  llth  General  Order,      SSd  General  Order,  Dec.  1833, 
Ap,  1828.,  S  Ruu.  App.  7.,  and      1  Mjfl,  4'  J^'  App.  xi. 


S04  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

1840.  After  this,  and  on  the  25th  of  Naoembery  the  Plaintiff 

'„  "  filed  exceptions  to  the  Master's  report,  as  to  the  excep- 

V.  tions  disallowed  by  the  Master.  He  obtained  an  order  for 

radon  of*"  *®^^"g  ihem  down,  and  gave  notice  thereof  on  the  27th. 


Arundel. 


It  was  now  moved  on  behalf  of  the  Defendants,  that 
the  Plaintiff's  exceptions  might  be  taken  off  the  file  for 
irregularity;  and  that  the  order  for  setting  them  down 
to  be  heard  might  be  discharged. 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Rogers^  for  the  motion,  con- 
tended, that  the  Plaintiff,  having  acted  on  the  Master's 
report,  by  taking  out  the  warrant  to  expunge,  was  not 
now  in  a  situation  to  dispute  its  general  accuracy ;  that 
he  could  not  adopt  it  by  expunging  the  matter  reported 
impertinent,  and  at  the  same  time  reject  it  by  taking  ex- 
ceptions thereto ;  they  cited  Beavan  v.  Waterhouse.  (a) 

Mr.  Wrai/y  contra^  for  the  Plaintiff,  contended  that 
the  Plaintiff  was  right  in  the  course  he  had  adopted, 
and  in  his  attempt  to  have  the  matter,  reported  by  the 
Master  impertinent,  expunged  ;  that  he  had  not  thereby 
in  any  way  concurred  in  the  finding  of  the  Master  on 
the  other  points;  though  it  might  have  been  different  if  the 
impertinent  matter  had  been  actually  expunged;  this 
the  Plaintiff  had  been  prevented  doing,  by  the  Defend- 
ants' exceptions  to  the  Master's  report,  so  that  the  re- 
cord remained  in  its  original  state ;  in  Norway  v.  Bawe  {b) 
it  was  held,  that  exception  to  a  report  of  impertinence 
may  be  taken  at  any  time  until  the  impertinent  matter 
has  been  expunged ;  Evans  v.  Owen  {c)  was  cited. 

Mr.  Pemberton  in  reply. 

The 

(a)  2  Beavan^  58.  (c)  S  Myk  4*  K.  588. 

(fi)  1  Mer.  135. 


Dec.  92. 
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The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

It  is  clear  from  the  cases,  that  the  Defendants  were 
at  liberty  to  file  their  exceptions,  notwithstanding  the  ji,g  corpo- 
warrant  taken  out  and  served  by  the  Plaintiff;  but  I  ration  of 
think,  that  the  Plaintiff,  having  taken  out  and  served 
the  warrant,  was  not  afterwards  at  liberty  to  file  ex- 
ceptions, without  leave  of  the  Court.  The  service  of 
the  warrant  to  expunge  was  a  claim  to  have  the  answer 
made  conformable  to  the  report,  and  further  implied 
a  claim  to  the  costs  of  the  proceeding  to  have  the  an- 
swer so  altered;  and  this  proceeding  appears  to  me 
to  be  inconsistent  with  the  claim  to  have  the  answer 
further  altered.  It  is  very  probable  that  the  Plaintiff, 
when  he  took  out  the  warrant,  supposed  that  the  De- 
fendant would  not  except,  and  that  if  he  had  known 
that  the  Defendant  meant  to  except,  he  would  not  have 
served  the  warrant,  but  instead  thereof  would  have  filed 
exceptions  of  his  own,  as  he  had  a  right  to  do ;  and  it 
is  possible,  that  there  may  have  been  circumstances 
which  might  have  induced  the  Court  to  give  the  Plain- 
tiff leave  to  except,  notwithstanding  the  service  of  the 
warrant  to  expunge;  but  no  leave  having  been  obtained, 
I  think,  that  after  the  service  of  the  warrant  to  expunge^ 
the  Plaintiff  was  not  at  liberty  to  except  to  the  same 
report.  The  cases  of  Norway  v.  Bawei  David  v.  Wil- 
liams {a)^  and  Evans  v.  Owen,  do  not  apply,  because 
they  all  relate  to  the  rights  of  parties,  against  whom 
the  reports  were  made,  and  who  had  not,  before  the 
exception,  adopted  any  proceeding  of  their  own.  This 
is  a  party  seeking  to  avail  himself  of  a  report  in  his 
favour,  though  not  to  the  extent  he  desired ;  and  who, 
before  taking  the  exceptions,  had  adopted  a  proceeding  for 
obtaining  the  benefit  to  which  the  report  entitled  him. 

The  motion  must  therefore  be  granted. 
(a)  1  Sim,  17. 
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1840. 


Bee.  18.  3S. 


An  order  in- 
tituled in  a 
non-existing 
cause  dis- 
charged for 
irregularity. 
An  order 
made  upon 
petition  on 
the  merits 
cannot  be 
dischareed 
on  motion, 
iemble;  but 
where  the 
irregularity  of 
an  order,  ob- 
tained on 
petition  in 
open  court, 
consisted  in 
its  being  inti- 
tuled in  a 
non-existing 
cause,  the 
Court  dis- 
charged it  on 
motion. 


WEST  V.  SMITH. 
In  re  STEVENS  and  Others,  Solicitors. 

A  N  order  had  been  obtained  upon  petition  on  behalf 
of  Mrs.  Matigharif  for  the  taxation  of  her  solicitor's 
bill.  The  petition  was  intituled  in  the  above-mentioned 
cause  and  matter,  and  was  duly  served;  the  respond- 
ents not  having  appeared,  the  order  was  taken  upon  an 
affidavit  of  service. 

No  such  cause  as  West  v.  Smith  existed  in  this  court, 
and  though  a  bill  in  such  a  cause  had  been  prepared, 
yet  it  had  never  been  filed. 

Mr.  PembertOHf  on  behalf  of  the  solicitors,  now  moved 
to  discharge  the  order  for  irregularity  on  the  ground 
that  it  was  intituled  in  a  non-existing  cause. 

Mr.  Tennanti  contra^  contended,  that  the  order  having 
been  obtained  in  open  court  upon  petition,  could  not  be 
discharged  on  motion ;  Bishop  v.  Willis,  {a)  That  the 
order  was  intituled  in  the  matter  of  the  solicitors,  and 
that  this  was  sufficient  to  support  it.  {b) 

Mr.  Pemberton,  in  reply. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls.    It  is  plainly  irregular  to 

intitule  a  petition  in  a  cause  which  does  not  exist,  and  it 

appears  beyond  all  question  that  such  is  the  case  here  : 

but  whether  I  can  discharge  the  order  on  motion  is  a 

matter  of  practice  which  I  will  inquire  into;  the  present 

impression 

(a)  2  Ves.  sen.  115.  ^  M,^K,  280. ;  Leet  v.  Nuttall, 

{b)  See  Eastwood  v.  Gietdofty      2  M.  4;  K.  284. 
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impression  on  my  mind  is,  that  I  cannot  on  motion  dis-  1840. 
charge  an  order  made  on  petition  upon  merits.  This 
order  has  however  been  made,  on  the  suggestion  that 
there  is  a  cause  bearing  a  particular  title  existing  in 
court,  when  the  contrary  appears ;  I  will  inquire  whether 
this  is  an  exception  to  the  general  rule. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls.  Dec.  22. 

This  was  a  motion  to  discharge  an  order  made  on 
petition. 

The  objection  to  the  order  was,  that  the  order  itself, 
and  the  petition,  on  which  it  was  founded,  were  intituled 
in  a  cause  which  never  existed. 

The  order  appeared  to  me  to  be  clearly  irregular,  but 
it  was  argued  that  it  could  not  be  discharged  on  motion, 
because  it  was  made  in  court,  and  no  irregularity  ap- 
peared upon  the  face  of  it.  That  no  cause  was  existing 
appeared  only  by  affidavit. 

On  inquiry  into  the  practice,  I  am  of  opinion  that 
such  an  order  as  this  may  be  discharged  on  motion. 
The  motion  does  not  in  any  way  seek  to  impugn  the 
judgment  of  the  Court;  and  the  only  material  part  of 
the  affidavit  shews,  that  the  title  of  the  petition  involved 
a  false  suggestion.  It  is  clear  that  if  this  false  sugges- 
tion had  been  known  before  the  order  had  been  pro- 
nounced, no  order  would  have  been  made,  and  now  that 
an  error  so  material  is  known,  the  order  must  be  dis- 
charged for  irregularity  on  that  ground  alone,  and  with- 
out any  consideration  of  merits.  I  find  that  In  the 
Matter  of  the  Daoenby  Hotpital  (a),  the  Lord  Chancellor, 
afler  objection  taken,  discharged,  on  motion,  an  order 

made 

(fl)  1  Mfflne  4-  Craig,  979. 
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made  in  open  court  upon  petition,  and  this  upon  grounds 

which  appear  to  me  to  make  it  proper  to  discharge  this 

order  on  motion. 

Discharge  the  order  with  costs. 


Nov,  9. 


CHADWICK  V.  BROADWOOD. 


Where  pro- 
perty is  under 
lease,  adverse 
possession 
runs  against 
the  rever- 
sioner from 
the  expiration 
of  the  lease, 
or  from  the 
time  when  the 
tenant  pays 
rent  to  one 
claiming 
wrongfully  to 
be  entitled  in 
immediate 
reversion. 

A  bill  of 
discovery  in 
aid  of  an  ac- 
tion of  eject- 
ment, filed  in 
1840,  stated 
that  in  1776 


rr^HIS  case  came  before  the  Court  upon  a  plea  to  a 
•■-    bill  of  discovery,  in  aid  of  an  action  at  law  in- 
tended to  be  commenced  by  the  Plaintiff. 

The  bill  stated  certain  conveyances  of  December  1717 
and  July  1720,  under  which  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  be- 
came seised  in  fee  of  certain  premises  in  Broad  Street^ 
St.  James* fi ;  that  by  indenture  of  lease,  which  was  sup- 
posed to  bear  date  the  2d  day  of  June  1776,  he  de- 
mised a  specified  part  of  the  property  to  F.  Johnstone 
for  sixty  years,  at  a  rent  of  40/.  a  year ;  and  that  he 
^*  executed  divers  other  leases  in  writing,  of  such  of  the 
same  premises  respectively  as  were  not  comprized  in  the 
lease  of  the  2d  of  June  1 766,  at  and  under  divers  yearly 
rents,  each  such  rent  exceeding  405.  by  the  year,  and 
for  long  terms  of  years,  commensurate  or  nearly  com- 
mensurate with  the  number  of  years,  which,  at  the  re- 


i4.^.,  being 

seised  in  fee,  .        i  r        i       i       i  i 

granted  leases  spective  dates  of  such  other  leases,  was  then  to  come  m 

o^^^^Vl?-  the 

perty  which 

expired  in  1825,  and  that  the  Plaintiff,  as  heir  of  A,  B,,  was  now  entitled  to  the 
property,  for  the  recovery  of  which  he  was  about  to  bring  an  action  of  ejectment. 
The  Defendant  pleaded  the  Statute  of  Limitations  (5  8c4  W.  4.  c.  27.))  and  averred 
that  the  Plaintiff  had  not  been  in  possession  or  received  rents  for  more  than  twenty 
years  before  the  bill  was  filed :  that  the  Defendant  had  entered  into  possession  as 
purchaser  in  fee  simple  in  1819,  and  had  ever  since  remained  in  peaceable  posses- 
sion as  tenant  in  fee.  Held,  that  this  plea  could  not,  in  law,  be  sustained ;  for  there 
being  no  allegation  that  the  rent  had  been  paid  to  any  one  wrongfully  claiming  to 
be  entitled  in  reversion  immediately  expectant  on  the  determination  of  the  lease, 
the  Plaintiff's  right  did  not  accrue  until  the  expiration  of  the  lease  in  1825,  or  • 
within  twenty  years  from  the  filing  of  the  bill. 


Broadwood. 
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the  said  term  of  sixty  years  granted  by  the  lease  of  the        1840. 
2d  of  June  1766  ;  or  at  least  the  term  of  years,  granted     ^^^^ 
by  such  other  leases  respectively,  were  granted  in  such  v. 

manner  as  that  they  would  respectively  expire  at  or 
about  the  time  when  the  term  of  sixty  years,  granted  by 
the  lease  of  2d  of  June  1766,  would  expire,  or  within 
one  or  two  years  prior  or  subsequent  to  that  time.'' 

That  the  Plaintiff  was  unable  to  set  forth  with  pre- 
cision the  date  of  such  indenture  of  lease,  supposed  to 
bear  date  the  2d  of  June  1766,  or  the  dates  of  the  other 
leases  granted  by  the  said  Sir  Andrew  Chadwicky  or 
the  terms  of  years  for  which  such  other  leases  were 
granted,  or  the  rents  thereby  respectively  reserved; 
or  the  particular  dimensions,  boundaries,  &c.  of  the 
pieces  or  parcels  of  ground  thereinbefore  described,  a3 
comprized  in  the  indentures  of  bargain  and  sale  and 
release  of  the  Slst  of  December  1717,  and  the  22d  of 
July  1720  respectively,  or  in  the  leases  respectively, 
or  of  the  messuages  or  tenements  and  buildings  thereon, 
by  reason  of  the  Plaintiff  not  having  in  his  possession 
or  power  the  thereinbefore  mentioned  l&ises,  or  any  of 
them,  or  any  counterparts  or  counterpart  thereof." 

The  bill  stated,  that  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  died  in 
March  1 768,  intestate  and  without  issue ;  and  it  then  pro- 
ceeded to  state  the  pedigree  of  the  Plaintiff,  and  to  shew 
that  he  was  the  heir  at  law  of  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick ; 
and  stated,  ^^  That  the  said  term  of  sixty  years  expired 
on  the  24th  oiJune  1825,  or  about  that  time;  and  that 
the  other  terms  of  years,  granted  by  said  Sir  Andrew 
Chadwick  as  aforesaid,  respectively  expired  at  some  time 
or  times  within  two,  years,  either  prior  or  subsequent 
to  the  24th  o(  June  1825." 

It  also  stated  that  the  property  had  become  vested 

in  the  Defendants  for  the  residue  of  the  said  term ;  and 

Vol.  hi.  Y  that 
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1840. 


Chadwick 

p. 
Beoadwooo. 


that  the  term  having  expired,  the  Plaintiff  was  seised 
and  entitled  thereto  in  fee,  as  the  heir  at  law  of  Sir 
Andrew  Chadwick.  The  bill  further  stated  that  the 
Plaintiff  was  about  to  bring  an  action  of  ejectment 
against  the  Defendants  to  recover  possession,  but  that 
he  was  unable  to  proceed  without  a  discovery.  It 
charged  that  the  Defendants  had  the  leases  and  other 
documents  in  their  possession,  and  prayed  a  discovery. 


To  thb  bill  the  Plaintiff  pleaded  the  Statute  of  Li- 
mitations of  the  8  &  4  W.  4.  c.  27*  whereby,  after  setting 
forth  the  second,  third,  seventeenth,  and  twenty-fourth 
sections  of  the  statute  (a),  the  Defendant  by  his  plea 

averred 


(a)  The  secoDd  section  of  this 
•ct  is  as  follows: — ^  And  be  it 
further  enacted,  that  after  the 
51st  day  of  December  1833,  no 
person  shall  make  an  entry  or 
distress,  or  bring  an  action  to 
recover  any  land  or  rent,  but 
within  twenty  years  next  after 
the  time  at  which  the  right  to 
make  such  entry  or  distress,  or 
to  bring  such  action,  shall  have 
first  accrued  to  some  person 
through  whom  he  claims;  or  if 
such  right  shall  not  have  accrued 
to  any  person  through  whom  he 
claims,  then  within  twenty  years 
next  after  the  time  at  which  the 
right  to  make  such  entry  or  dis- 
tress, or  to  bring  such  action, 
shall  have  first  accrued  to  the 
person  making  or  bringing  the 
same." 

The  thurd  section  enacts,  '*  that 
in  the  construction  of  this  act 
the  right  to  make  an  entry  or 
distress,  or  bring  an  action  to 
recover  any  land  or  rent,  shall 
be  deemed  to  have  first  accrued 


at  such  time  as  hereinafter  is 
mentioned;  (that  is  to  say,)  when 
the  person  claiming  such  land  or 
rent,  or  some  person  through 
whom  he  claims,  shall,  in  respect 
of  the  estate  or  interest  claimed, 
have  been  in  possession  or  in 
receipt  of  the  profits  of  such 
land,  or  in  receipt  of  such  rent, 
and  shall,  while  entitled  thereto, 
have  been  dispossessed,  or  have 
discontinued  such  possession  or 
receipt,  then  such  right  shall  be 
deemed  to  have  first  accrued  at 
the  time  of  such  dispossession 
or  discontinuance  of  possession, 
or  at  the  last  time  at  which  any 
such  profits  or  rent  were  or  was  ' 
so  received;*'  (this  section,  after 
providing  for  the  case  of  a  per- 
son claiming  under  a  deceased 
person,  and  of  one  claiming^ 
under  an  instrument  unaccom- 
panied by  possession,  proceeds,) 
"  and  when  the  estate  or  interest 
claimed  shall  have  been  an  estate 
or  interest  in  reversion  or  re- 
mainder, or  other  future  estate 
or 
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averred  as  follows ;  that  the  complainant  or  any  person 
under  whom  he  claims,  or  any  other  person  or  persons 
for  his  or  their  or  any  of  their  use ;  or  in  trust  for  him 
or  them  or  any  of  them,  was  not,  nor  were  within  twenty 
years  next  before  the  filing  of  the  said  complainant's 
bill,  in  the  possession,  or  in  the  receipt  of  the  rents  or 
other  profits  of  the  brewhouse,  messuages,  tenements, 
lands,  grounds,  and  hereditaments,  or  other  the  pre- 
mises in  the  said  bill  mentioned,  or  any  of  them,  or  any 
part  thereof;  and  that  no  rent  for  or  in  respect  of  the 
said  premises  or  any  of  them,  or  any  part  thereof,  had 
at  any  time  since  the  year  1815,  or  within  twenty 
yeftrs  next  before  the  filing  of  the  said  bill,  been  paid 
to  the  said  complainant,  or  to  any  other  person  or 
persons  for  his  use  or  benefit;  and  that  if  the  said 
complainant  ever  had  any  right  to  make  any  entry  or 
distress  in  or  upon,  or  to  bring  an  action  for  the  said 

premises 


or  interest,  and  no  person  shall 
have  obtained  the  possession  or 
receipt  of  the  profits  of  such 
land,  or  the  receipt  of  such 
rent  in  respect  of  such  estate  or 
interest,  then  such  right  shall  be 
deemed  to  have  first  accrued  at 
the  time  at  which  such  estate  or 
interest  became  an  estate  or  in- 
terest in  possession.** 

The  ninth  section  enacts, 
"  that  when  any  person  slia]l  be 
in  possession  or  in  receipt  of  the 
profits  of  any  land,  or  in  receipt 
of  any  rent,  by  virtue  of  a  lease 
in  writing,  by  which  a  rent 
amounting  to  the  yearly  sum  of 
20s.  or  upwards  shall  be  re- 
served, and  the  rent  reserved  by 
Mich  lease  shall  have  been  re- 
ceived by  some  person  wrong- 
fully claiming  to  be  entitled  to 
such  land  or  rent  in  reversion, 

y 


immediately  expectant  on  the 
determination  of  such  lease,  and 
no  payment  in  respect  of  the 
rent  reserved  by  such  lease  shall 
afterwards  have  been  made  to 
the  person  rightfully  entitled 
thereto,  the  right  of  the  person 
entitled  to  such  land  or  rent, 
subject  to  such  lease,  or  of  the 
person  through  whom  he  claims, 
to  make  an  entry  or  distress,  or 
to  bring  an  action  after  the  de- 
termination of  such  lease  shall 
be  deemed  to  have  first  accrued 
at  the  time  at  which  the  rent 
reserved  by  such  lease  was  first 
so  received  by  the  person  wrong- 
fully claiming  as  aforesaid ;  and 
no  such  light  shall  be  deemed 
to  have  first  accrued  upon  the 
determination  of  such  lease  to 
the  person  rightfully  entitled." 


1840. 


Chadwigk 

V. 

BaoADWooo. 
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1840.  premises  or  any  of  ihem,  or  an^  part  thereof,  the  same 
right  accrued  more  than  twenty  years  before  the  time  of 
filing  of  his  said  bill ;  and  that  the  said  Defendant  was  not 
at  any  time,  within  upwards  often  years  before  the  filing 
of  his  said  bill,  under  any  of  the  disabilities  mentioned 
and  described  in  the  said  act  of  parliament.  And  the 
plea  averred,  that,  in  the  year  1815,  Defendants /i!?7ii^ 
Broadwood  and  one  James  Goding  entered  into  posses- 
sion of  all  the  said  premises,  except  the  houses  in  the 
said  bill  mentioned  and  described  as  No.  46.  in  Broad 
Street^  and  Nos.  18.  and  14.  in  Netx>  Street  respectively; 
and  that  in  the  year  1817,  they  entered  into  possession 
of  that  part  of  the  said  premises  in  the  said  bill  de- 
scribed a3  the  house  No.  46.  in  Broad  Street ;  and  that 
in  the  month  of  Aprils  1819,  they  entered  into  posses- 
sion of  the  remaining  part  of  the  said  premises  in  the 
said  bill  described  as  the  houses  numbered  respectively 
13.  and  14.  in  New  Street;  and  that  when  they  so  en- 
tered into  the  possession  of  the  said  premises  respectively 
at  the  times  aforesaid,  they  entered  into  the  possession 
as  the  purchasers  of  the  fee-simple  and  inheritance 
thereof  respectively ;  and  that  from  the  respective  times 
aforesaid  to  the  month  of  January  1836,  when  Defend- 
ant Henry  Broadwood  became  entitled  to  the  entirety  of 
the  said  premises,  and  was  left  in  the  possession  thereof, 
and  until  he  was  so  left  in  such  possession,  the  said 
James  Goding  and  Defendant  H,  Broadwood  were  in 
the  continual  peaceable  and  uninterrupted  possession 
and  enjoyment  of  the  said  premises  as  tenants  thereof 
in  fee-simple  ;  and  that  in  the  month  of  January^  1836, 
the  possession  of  the  entirety  of  the  said  premises  was 
given  by  the  said  James  Goding  to  Defendant  Henry 
Broadwood^  who  entered  upon  the  same  as  tenant  in  fee- 
simple  thereof,  and  he  hath  ever  since  been,  by  himself 
and  his  tenants,  in  the  continual,  peaceable  and  uninter- 
rupted possession  and  enjoyment  thereof;  and  that  since 

that 
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that  time  he  hath  agreed  to  grant  a  lease  of  all  the  said        1 840. 
premises  to  a  trustee  for  all  Defendants  as  partners  in     QhIowick 
trade,  and  that  all  the  Defendants  are  in  the  occupation  v. 

of  the  said  premises  under  such  agreement.  And  de- 
fendants, therefore,  pleaded  the  said  act  of  parliament, 
and  such  possession  and  enjoyment  as  aforesaid,  and 
the  matters  aforesaid  to  the  said  bill,  and  humbly  prayed 
the  judgment  of  the  Court  whether  they  ought  to  make 
any  answer  to  the  said  bill. 

Mr.  GirdUstone  and  Mr.  Teed^  in  support  of  the 
plea,  contended  that  there  had  been  a  clear  adverse 
possession  for  more  than  twenty  years;  and  notwith- 
standing  the  alleged  leases,  and  any  legal  remedy  the 
Plaintiff  might  have,  still  that  he  was  not  entitled  to 
any  assistance  in  equity;  Cholmondeley  v.  Clinton, {a) 
Secondly,  that  this  case  was  brought  within  the  third 
section  of  the  act  pleaded,  and  that  the  right  of  the 
Plaintiff,  and  of  those  through  whom  he  claimed, 
accrued,  at  the  time  at  which  rent  had  been  last  re- 
ceived by  thepi,  which  was  more  than  twenty  years 
before  the  filing  of  the  bill.  That  if  the  existence  of 
the  alleged  lease  brought  the  case  within  the  ninth  sec- 
tion, then  time  began  to  run  when  rent  ceased  to  be  paid 
to  the  party  claiming  in  fee.  They  argued  also,  that 
the  plea  was  right  in  form,  in  stating  the  particular  facts 
on  which  the  Defendants  meant  to  rely  as  constituting 
the  adverse  possession ;  Hardman  v.  EUames  (b) :  and 
they  referred  also  to  Crouch  v.  Hickin.  (c) 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Bird^  contrd. 
The  statute  of  the  S  &  4  W.  4.  c.  27.  {d)  does  not 
apply  to  bills  of  discovery ;  but,  even  if  this  were  a  bill 

for 

(a)  1  Tttm.  4"  R.  107.  (c)  1  Keen^SSS, 

(b)  s  Mjfl.  4"  K,  732.  (d)  Sect.  24. 

YS 
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1840.        for  relief,  the  circumstances  pleaded  would  not  be  a  de- 
^^^^^^"^     fence.     Before  the  statute,  an  action  of  ejectment  could 
V.  not  be  brought  after  twenty  years'  adverse  possession ; 

B&oADwooo.  jj^^  jf  ii^^Ye  were  an  outstanding  lease,  ejectment  could 
not  be  brought  by  the  landlord  until  its  expiration,  and 
from  that  time,  therefore,  adverse  possession  began.  As 
the  mere  non-pnyment  of  rent  would  not  entitle  the  land- 
lord to  re-enter,  so  it  would  not  create  an  adverse  pos- 
session. Lord  Eldon,  it  seems,  in  Cholmondeley  v.  ClirUon 
says,  that  Lord  Redesdale  entertained  some  doubts  as  to 
the  accuracy  of  the  decisions  at  law  on  the  point ;  but 
however  that  may  be,  the  legislature,  by  the  ninth  section 
of  the  act  referred  to,  has  adopted  the  principle  laid  down 
by  the  courts,  and  has  expressly  provided  for  the  case  of 
property  being  on  lease ;  it  is  enacted,  that  in  such  a  case, 
the  right  to  bring  an  action  to  recover  possession  shall 
be  deemed  to  have  accrued,  at  the  time  when  the  rent 
shall  be  paid  to  a  person  wrongfully  claiming  the  land 
in  reversion,  expectant  on  the  determination  of  the  lease. 
The  lease  in  the  present  case  expired  in  1825,  and  the 
bill  was  filed  in  1840,  and  within  the  twenty  years. 
The  plea  nowhere  states  that  the  rent  was  ever  paid  to 
any  person  claiming  adversely,  quite  the  contrary,  it 
I  avers  that  no  rent  at  all  has  been  paid ;  the  case,  there- 
fore, does  not  come  within  the  statute,  and  independently 
of  the  statute,  the  mere  non-payment  of  rent  by  a  tenant 
can  never  create  an  adverse  possession. 

They  argued,  secondly,  that  the  plea  did  not  bring 
the  case  to  one  single  point,  as  it  ought,  but  was  multi- 
farious as  raising  many  issues : 

And,  thirdly,  that  it  ought  to  be  supported  by  an 
answer  denying  the  possession  of  documents  tending  to 
prove  the  allegations  in  the  bill,  and  to  disprove  the 
plea. 

Mr. 
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Mr.  Girdlestonef  in  reply.  1840. 

Tne  Master  of  the  Rolls.  v. 

BftOAOWOOD. 

The  Plaintiff,  in  this  case,  alleges  himself  to  be  the  ^ 
heir  at  law  of  Sir  A,  Chadwick^  and  he  states  that  the 
property  which  he  claims  was  subject  to  leases  which 
expired  in  the  year  1825,  when  his  right  to  possession 
accrued;  and  that  he  is  about  to  commence  an  action  of 
ejectment,  in  aid  of  which  he  files  this  bill  for  a  discovery. 
'  The  Defendants  plead  the  late  Statute  of  Limitations, 
and  aver  that  they  have  had  adverse  possession  of  the 
property  for  more  than  twenty  years  before  the  bill 
was  filed  ;  and  the  plea  has  been  argued,  as  if  it  were  a 
mere  question,  whether  there  had  been  adverse  pos- 
session against  a  person,  who,  supposing  he  had  the 
right,  was  entitled  to  proceed  to  recover  the  possession. 
Now,  whether  that  were  so  or  not,  depends  on  the 
real,  or,  on  the  present  occasion,  the  assumed,  existence 
of  the  leases  alleged  in  the  bill.  If  there  were  no  such 
leases,  or  if,  from  the  frame  of  these  pleadings,  the 
leases  ought  not  in  any  way  to  be  taken  into  consider- 
ation ;  then,  for  any  thing  that  appears  to  the  con- 
trary, the  plaintiff  might  have  proceeded  to  recover 
possession  at  any  time  since  1801 ;  but  if  such  leases 
are  to  be  assumed  to  have  existed  as  they  are  stated  in 
the  bill,  then  the  Plaintiff's  right  to  possession  did  not 
commence  till  the  year  1825,  and,  in  such  case,  he  could 
not  by  any  means  have  recovered  possession  before 
that  time.  This  bill  does  not  make  such  distinct  alle- 
gations €is  might  be  desired ;  but  taking  the  bill  and  the 
plea  together,  I  am  of  opinion  that,  on  the  present 
occasion,  I  must  assume  that  the  leases  were  in  existence, 
and  consequently,  that  the  Plaintiff's  right  to  recover 
did  not  accrue  until  the  year  1825,  unless  there  are  other 
circumstances  in  the  plea  which  ought  to  determine 

y  4  the 
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1 840.        the  matter  in  another  way.     What  the  Defendants  allege 
^^^^^     is,  that  they  purchased  about  the  year  1815,  1816,  or 
V.  1817,  and  having  purchased,  they  entered  into  possession 

ROADwoQD.  ^  tenants  in  fee,  as  owners  of  the  fee  and  inheritance. 
What  does  the  statute  say  in  that  respect  ?  When  is 
the  right  to  recover  possession  of  land,  subject  to  a  lease, 
to  be  considered  as  having  accrued  ?  Not  from  the  time 
when  any  person  dealing  with  the  leases  or  dealing  with 
those  who  are  entitled  to  the  leases,  gets  possession, 
and  claims  to  be  entitled  in  fee,  but  from  the  time  when 
the  person  claiming  under  a  lease  pays  rent  to  a  party 
claiming  wrongfully  in  reversion  immediately  expectant 
on  such  lease ;  for  then  the  adverse  tide  of  the  person 
who  receives  the  rent  under  such  circumstances  is  first 
really  brought  into  operation  against  the  party  who 
claims  on  the  expiration  of  the  lease*  We  come  then 
to  the  simple  question  on  this  plea  (though  very  many 
others  have  been  argued),  whether  the  facts  which  are 
alleged  on  this  plea,  are  such  as  to  bring  the  case  within 
the  protection  of  the  statute.  The  Defendants  say,  that 
they  have  paid  no  rent ;  that  they  entered  into  posses- 
sion in  the  year  1815,  1816,  and  1817,  as  persons  en- 
titled in  fee ;  but  they  do  not  state  that  which  the  statute 
requires,  namely,  when  the  rent  was  first  paid  to  a 
party  claiming  adversely,  which  is  the  time  at  which  the 
right  is  to  be  deemed  to  have  accrued.  I  think,  there- 
fore, the  plea  cannot  be  sustained. 

Being  of  that  opinion,  I  do  not  enter  into  the  other 
points,  it  being  unnecessary  so  to  do. 


On  over-  Mr.  Girdlestone  applied  to   amend  the  plea,  or  to 

ruling  a  plea       .      ,    , 

liberty  given     plead  de  novo. 

the  defendant 

to  plead  cfe  Mr.  Pembertorif  contra,  contended  that  this  was  con- 

91000,  and  to  ,  ,  .        i        .     ,       ^         -^ 

the  plaintiff     trary  to  the  usual  practice ;  he  cited  2  Dan.  Pr.  23 1. 

to  amend  his  rp, 

bill. 
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The  Master  of  the  Rolls  gave  liberty  to  the  Plain-  1840. 

tiff  to  amend  his  bill,  and  to  the  Defendant  to  plead  ^^^^Jhck 

de  novo*  v. 

BftOADWOOD. 


NoTB.  —An  appeal  was  presented  to  the  Lord  Chancellor  as  to 
the  liberty  to  plead  de  novo^  but,  after  argument,  the  decision  on 
that  point  was  a£Krmed. 


HOPE  V.  HOPE.  Dec.  3.  8. 


riiHIS  was  a  motion  to  discharge  an  ex  parte  order,  An  appHca- 

"■- '  made  on  the  application  of  the  Plaintiff,  whereby  it  o^jer^to  exap 

was  ordered  ^'that  the  petitioner  should  be  at  liberty  to  mine  a  witness 

examine  Mr.  Bram  Hertz  as  a  witness  for  the  petitioner  on  the  ground 

in  this  cause  de  bene  esse^  saving  all  just  exceptions.  And  '**"  ^^, "  ^^® 

^1  111  .         <.  •  1        ,       ,  •  .       <>"v  witness 

It  was  further  ordered  that  notice  of  the  order  should  be  to  a  material 

given  to  the  Defendant  Adrian  John  Hqpe^  or  a  copy  ^^^^j^'^'  ^^ 

thereof  be  left  at  his  dwelling-house  or  usual  place  of  notice,  and 

abode,  with  his  servant,  agent,  or  person  residing  there,  "^xhc  affida- 

six  days  before  the  said  witness  should  be  examined.  ^^  i"  support 

And  notice  of  the  order  was  to  be  given  to  the  other  De-  plication"  *^ 

fendants  forthwith."  ought  to  shew 

the  facts  on 
which  it  is 

This  order  was  obtained  upon  petition,  supported  by  P'^po*®**  |o 

the  affidavit  of  the  Plaintiff 's' solicitor,  who  stated  ^<  That  witness. 

this  cause  had  been  instituted  for  the  administration  of  j^  suppwt^of^ 

the  estate  and  effects  of  Henry  Phillip  Hope^  Esq.,  de-  >u<:h  an  ap- 

ceased,  the  testator  in  the  pleadings  named,  and  par-  belief  only 

ticularly  for  trying  the  vaUdity  of  a  certain  indenture  ^*^  the  wit- 

or  deed  or  gift  bearing  date  the  9th  of  April  1838,  sole  witness  to 

made  between  the  said  Henry  P.  Hope^  of  the  one  part;  foJ^'J'*^"^*' 

the  VlaXntAS  Alexander  James  Beresfbrd  Hope^  of  the  su£Bclent:  it 

other  part;  whereby  H.  P.  Hope  assigned,  &c.,  unto  ^^^^^, 

Alexander  *"«•'  •>«•««£ 


818  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

1840.  Alexander  J.  B*  Hope  certain  diamonds,  precious  stones, 
jewels,  gems,  and  minerals,  contained,  on  the  said  9th 
day  of  April  1838,  in  a  certain  mahogany  cabinet  in  the 
said  deed  mentioned  and  described ;  and  that  he  had 
been  informed  and  verily  believed  that  Bram  Hertz  was 
a  person  of  skill  and  knowledge  in  diamonds,  precious 
stones,  jewels,  gems,  and  minerals  :  that  the  said  Bram 
Hertz  was  intimately  acquainted  with  the  said  testator 
for  ten  years  previously  to  his  death,  and  was  employed 
and  consulted  by  him  with  reference  to  the  collection  of 
diamonds  and  precious  stones  formed  by  him  :  that  the 
said  Bram  Hertz  made  and  arranged,  under  the  imme- 
diate direction  of  the  said  testator,  a  catalogue  descrip- 
tive of  the  diamonds,  precious  stones,  jewels,  gems,  and 
minerals  contained  in  the  said  cabinet  mentioned  and 
described  in  the  said  deed  of  gift.  That  the  said  Bram 
Hertz  knew  what  diamonds,  precious  stones,  jewels, 
gems,  and  minerals  were  in  the  said  cabinet  on  the  said 
9th  day  of  April  1838  :  that  it  was  essentially  necessary 
to  the  case  of  the  said  Alexander  J.  B.  Hope  to  shew 
what  diamonds  and  precious  stones  were  in  the  said 
cabinet  on  such  day,  and  to  specify  and  identify  such  of 
the  diamonds,  precious  stones,  jewels,  gems,  and  mi- 
nerals then  in  the  possession  of  the  Defendants,  the 
executors  of  the  said  testator  in  England,  as  were  con- 
tained in  the  said  cabinet  on  such  day,  and  to  shew  the 
intention  and  views  of  the  said  testator  in  executing  the 
said  deed  of  gift  of  the  9th  of  April,  1838  ;  and  that  to 
the  best  of  the  knowledge,  information,  and  belief  of  de- 
ponent, the  said  Bram  Hertz  was  the  only  person  who 
could  depose  to  the  several  matters  before  mentioned, 
as  essentially  necessary  to  the  case  of  the  said  Alexander 
J.  B.  Hope^  and  that  such  matters  lay  in  the  knowledge 
of  the  said  Bram  Hertz  only." 

Mr. 
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Mr.  Turner  and  Mr.  JbAn  Baily^  on  the  part  of  the  1840. 
Defendant  Henry  Thomas  Hope^  and  Mr.  Pemberton  and 
Mr.  Gardner^  in  the  same  interest,  now  moved  to  dis- 
charge this  order.  They  argued,  that  the  Court  never 
permitted  an  examination  of  a  witness  de  bene  esse^  unless 
in  cases  of  absolute  necessity;  and  had  always  shewn 
great  jealousy  of  such  an  application,  as  a  witness  would 
stand  pledged  to  reswear  what  he  had  sworn  in  his  ex- 
amination de  bene  esse  ;  Bellamy  v.  Jones,  (a)  They  con- 
tended that  the  order  was  irregular  on  several  grounds  : 
First,  that  it  had  been  obtained  exparte^  whereas  it  ought 
to  have  been  applied  for  upon  notice  to  the  Defend- 
ants, in  onler  to  enable  them  to  contest  the  truth  of  the 
allegations  on  which  the  order  was  founded ;  SheUey  v. 
■  (i),  Pearson  v.  Ward  (c),  Bellamy  v.  Jones  (a), 
where  the  application  had  been  made  on  notice.  Se« 
condly,  that  the  affidavit,  which  was  the  foundation  for 
the  order,  did  not  shew  with  sufficient  certainty,  as  it 
ought,  that  Hertz  was  the  sole  witness  of  the  facts  as  to 
which  it  was  proposed  to  examine  him;  Bellamy  v. 
Jones  {a) ;  the  affidavit  merely  stating,  that  ^'  to  the  best 
of  the  knowledge,  information,  and  belief"  of  the  de- 
ponent, Hertz  was  the  only  person  who  could  depose 
to  the  several  matters.  That  the  facts,  on  which  such 
belief  was  grounded,  ought  to  have  been  stated  in  the 
affidavit ;  for,  as  the  case  stood  on  this  affidavit,  it  did 
not  appear  that  the  deponent  had  any  knowledge  or 
information  on  the  subject.  In  Bawe  v.  —(d)  a 
motion  was  made  to  examine  witnesses  de  bene  esse 
*'  upon  the  affidavit  of  the  agent,  that  he  was  informed 
by  the  witness  that  he  could  prove  the  particular  fact, 
and  believed  he  was  the  only  person  who  could  prove 

it;" 

(a)  8  Vet,  31.  (c)  1  Car,  177. 

{b)  15  Vet,  56.  (rf)  13  Vet,  261. 
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1840.  it;"  but  Lord£rs^fii^  would  not  grant  the  order  on 
an  affidavit  *^  not  shewing  the  ground  of  the  agent's 
belief  that  no  other  person  could  prove  it.*'  This  affi-> 
davit  ought  also  to  explain  how  it  happened  that  Heriz 
was  the  sole  witness ;  Parsons  v.  Ward,  {a)  In  Pearson 
V.  fVard  {b)  the  Court  "  thought  the  affidavit  did  not  go 
far  enough,  inasmuch  as  it  was  thereby  only  sworn  ge- 
nerally that  the  Plaintiff  had  no  other  witness  to  support 
her  demand,  and  did  not  specify  in  what  particular 
manner  his  testimony  affected  the  case,  or  that  he  was 
the  husband's  book-keeper,  &c. ;  and  if  the  Defendant 
insisted  on  the  insufficiency  of  the  affidavit,  would  make 
no  order  until  a  fuller  affidavit  should  be  made.''  Thirdly, 
that  the  affidavit  did  not  sufficiently  define  the  facts  as 
to  which  it  was  proposed'  to  examine  the  witness ;  ac- 
cording to  the  affidavit,  the  witness  was  to  be  examined 
as  to  ^'  the  intention  and  views  of  the  testator,"  which 
was  far  too  general,  and  did  not  enable  the  Defendants 
to  cross-examine  him  as  to  the  points  on  which  he  was 
to  be  examined. 

Fourthly,  that  the  order  for  the  examination  of  the 
witness  was  too  extensive,  being  for  his  examination 
generally,  and  not  to  those  points  exclusively  as  to 
which,  as  was  alleged,  he  was  the  sole  witness.  If  such 
an  order  could  be  supported,  then  when  a  person  was 
a  sole  witness  as  to  one  fact,  he  would  be  allowed  to 
prove  de  bene  esse  any  number  of  other  facts  which 
many  other  individuals  were  capable  of  proving,  and  as 
to  which,  therefore,  no  pressing  necessity  existed  for  an 
examination  otherwise  than  in  the  ordinary  way.  Frere 
V.  Green  (c)  was  also  referred  to. 

Mr. 

(a)  1  Newl.  Pr.451.  (c)  19  rei.5l9. 

ib)  1  Cox,  178. 
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Mr.  Tinney  and  Mr.  W.  H.  ClarJcy  contra^  contended  1840. 
that  in  case  of  a  single  witness,  it  was  a  motion  of  course 
to  examine  him  de  bene  esse  ;  that  the  practice  was  so 
stated  by  Sir  John  Leach  in  Tomkins  v.  Harrison  {a\ 
and  was  so  understood  in  the  profession  (6),  and  was  so 
stated  in  M^Kaina  v.  Everitt.  (c)  That  the  fact  of  Heriz 
being  the  sole  witness,  was  sufficiently  proved  by  the 
affidavit  of  the  solicitor,  and  that  it  must  necessarily*  be 
on  belief  only,  as  the  solicitor  could  have  no  personal 
knowledge  on  the  subject;  and  that  the  affidavit  in 
M^Kenna  v.  Everitt  was  on  knowledge  and  belief  only. 
That  the  facts  on  which  he  was  to  be  examined  were 
sufficiently  defined,  and  were  limited  to  the  case  made 
by  the  bill,  and  that  the  Defendants  would  have  the 
same  facility  for  cross-examining  the  witness  as  if  he 
were  examined  in  the  ordinary  way;  and,  lastly,  that  all 
orders  of  this  description  were  in  the  form  of  the  pre- 
sent, viz.  to  examine  generally,  saving  just  exceptions. 

Mr.  Turner^  in  reply. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  said  he  would  not  decide 
this  case  before  he  had  had  an  opportunity  of  enquiring 
into  the  practice ;  but  that  he  should  not  consider  him- 
self bound  by  any  thing  which  had  fallen  from  him  in 
M^Kenna  v.  Everitt  on  a  point  which  had  not  been 
brought  to  his  attention. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls.  Dee.  s. 

This  was  a  motion  to  discharge  for  irregularity  an 

order  obtained  ex  parte  for  the  examination  de  bene  esse 

of 

(a)  6  Mad.  315.  (c)  2  Beavan,  ISS. 

{b)  2  Dan.  Pr,  546.;  8  Mad. 
JPr.  250. 
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1840.        of  a  person  alleged  to  be  the  sole  witness  of  certain 
facts  which  the  Plaintiff  desires  to  prove  in  the  cause. 

Several  objections  are  stated,  first,  that  the  order 
ought  to  have  been  made  upon  notice ;  secondly,  that 
the  aflSdavit  does  not  su£Sciently  shew  that  the  person 
proposed  to  be  examined  is  the  sole  witness ;  thirdly, 
that  the  affidavit  does  not  sufficiently  define  the  facts 
upon  which  it  is  proposed  to  examine  the  witness ;  and, 
fourthly,  that  leave  is  given  to  examine  the  witness  ge* 
nerally,  and  not  merely  upon  the  facts  of  which  he  is 
stated  to  be  the  sole  witness. 

It  appears  that  in  Hankin  v.  Middleditch  (a).  Lord 
Thurlaw  made  such  an  order  ex  parte^  on  an  affidavit 
that  the  proposed  witness  was,  as  one  James  White  was 
informed  and  believed,  the  only  witness  who  could 
speak  to  the  facts  and  circumstances  to  which  he  was 
to  be  interrogated ;  and  for  several  years  past  the  prac- 
tice, as  I  am  informed,  has  been,  to  pass  such  orders  as 
of  course  both  in  the  Registrar's  Office  and  in  the  office 
of  the  secretary  at  the  Rolls ;  and  the  practice  was  so 
understood  by  Sir  John  Leach  in  TonJcins  v.  Harris 
son  (6),  and  was  so  stated  by  me  in  M^Kenna  v.  £tv- 
ritt  (c),  in  consequence  of  information,  which  is  correct, 
that  such  orders  had  frequently  been  made  ex  parte ; 
but  notwithstanding  the  practice  which  has  thus  pre* 
vailed,  the  case  of  Hankin  v.  Middleditch  is  the  only 
reported  case  in  which  the  order  has  been  granted  upon 
an  ex  parte  application;  and  besides  the  reported  cases 
of  Shirley  v.  Earl  Fetrers  {d)  and  Pearson  v.  Ward  (^ ), 
there  are  several  unreported  cases  in  which  the  applica- 
tion 

(fl)  2  Bro.  C.C.  640.  (rf)  3  P.  W,  77. 

(6)  6  Mad,  515,  (e)  2  Dick,  648. 

(c)  2  Bear,  188. 
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tion  has  been  made  on  notice ;  and  no  case  has  been  1840* 
found  in  which  the  question  whether  the  order  should 
be  made  on  an  ex  parte  application  has  been  raised  and 
decided.  Under  these  circumstances,  I  have  thought 
myself  at  liberty  to  consider  whether  the  order  ought  to 
be  made  ex  parte;  and  considering  the  nature  of  the 
order,  and  that,  in  the  case  of  a  sole  witness  in  good 
health,  the  order  is  not  required  suddenly,  as  may  be  the 
case  when  a  witness  is  very  old,  or  in  a  dangerous  state  of 
health,  or  under  orders  to  leave  the  kingdom,  whilst,  on 
the  other  hand,  the  a£Sdavit  may  state  circumstances,  of 
the  sufficiency  of  which  to  warrant  the  order,  the  Court 
ought  to  judge,  and  for  that  purpose  to  have  the  assist- 
ance of  the  parties  interested  to  oppose,  I  think  that  the 
application  should  be  made  on  notice;  and  this  is  a 
sufficient  reason  for  discharging  the  order.  I  ought, 
however,  to  add,  that  even  if  the  order  could  have  been 
sustained  as  an  ex  parte  order,  the  affidavit  does  not 
appear  to  me  to  be  sufficient,  either  to  shew  what  the 
facts  are  upon  which  it  is  proposed  to  examine  the 
witness,  or  that  he  is  the  sole  witness  of  such  facts  ;  and 

I  concur  with   Lord  Erskitie  in  Ronoe  v. (a),  that 

the  reasons  for  the  belief  ought  to  be  stated. 

The  Plaintiff  may  now  move,  upon  notice,  to  exa- 
mine the  same  proposed  witness  de  bene  esse^  and  it  may 
then  be  necessary  to  consider  whether  the  leave  to  exa- 
mine should  be  general. 

The  order  is  discharged;  but  considering  the  prac- 
tice which  has  for  a  long  time  prevailed  to  grant  such 
orders  ex  parte^  I  think  that  it  must  be  discharged 

without  costs. 

(a)  3  Ves.  261. 


The  following  authorities  on  the  subject  are  placed  in  chrono- 
logical order  :  —  C1730i  Michaeimat'^,  Shirlry  v.  Earl  FerrerSy  3  P» 

r.  77.. 
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1840.  W.  77.,  on  notice;  (1785,  Febntary\  Pearson  y.  Ward^  S  Diek. 

648.,  on  notice;  (1787,  Jvljf  15.)»  Rochard  v.  Botanquet,  on  notice, 
but  foreign  commission ;  (1788,«/aniairy  19.X  Bridges  ▼.  Hatch,  on 
notice;  (1788,  jVomiii^S8.),  Jenkins  v.  Tucks,  on  notice;  (1789, 
Jv/y  14.),  Hankin  ▼.  Middleditck,  9  J7ro.  C  C.  640.,' without  notice ; 
(179S,  December  17.),  Ckolmondeley  r.  Oxford,  4  J^ro.  C.  C.  157.,  on 
notice,  two  witnesses;  (1814,  January  so.),  Gilbert  v.  Boyds,  on 
notice ;  ( 1 8 1 4,  Ftf^rvai^  1 2.),  Watson  v.  Fosbroke,  on  notice ;  (1 838, 
September  17.),  Burton  ▼.  Blakemore, 


Nov.  10. 16.  HALES  V.  DARELL. 

Annuities  of     "D  Y  indentures  of  lease  and  release,  dated  the  29th 
respectively,  '  "^  ^^^  ^Oth  of  March  1814-,  the  release  being  made  be- 

bequeathed  by  tween  Sir  Edward  Hales  Bart.,  of  the  first  part,  Barbara 

a  testator  to  .  . 

his  two  sisters,  de  Jouckere  widow  (a  sister  of  Sir  Edward  Hales)  of  the 

be^asathfac-  ®^^^"^  P^''*»  and  John  Raphael  of  the  third  part;  in 
tionofannui-  consideration  of  SOOOZ.,  Sir  Edward  Hales  conveyed 
each^cranted  certain  hereditaments  to  Raphael  to  the  intent  that 
in  his  lifetime,  Barbara  de  Jouchere  might  receive  thereout  an  annuity 
them  for  valu-  ^^  300/.  per  annum  during  her  life  by  equal  quarterly 
able  consider-  payments,  on  the  16th  day  of  January^  the  16th  day  of 
E,H,,  for  jlprily  the  16th  of  Jtdy^  and  the  16th  of  October  in  every 
sWeration**"'  3^^^^'  together  with  a  proportionate  part  of  the  said 
granted  to  bis  yearly  rent,  up  to  the  day  of  her  decease,  without  any 
annuities  of      deduction ;  with  powers  of  distress  and  entry  in  case  of 

300/.  a  year      nonpayment;  and  subject  thereto  to  the  use  of  Raphael, 

each,  during 

their  lives,  upon 

payable  in 

January,  April,  July^  and  October.    By  bis  will  he  gave  his  widow  an  annuity  in 

lieu  ot  the  annual  sum  payable  to  her  under  her  marriage  settlement,  and  of 

dower;   and  he  directed  his  debts   to  be  paid,  and  bequeathed  to  his  sisters 

respectively,  annuities  of  900/.  and  500/.  each  for  their  separate  use,  payable  on 

the  usual  quarterly  days  of  payment :  Held,  that  the  annuities  of  300/.  each 

were  not  satisfied  by  the  annuities  given  by  the  will,  and  that  the  sisters  were 

therefore  entitled  to  both  annuities. 

Whether  parol  evidence  of  declarations  of  the  testator,  is  admissible  in  such  a 
case,  to  prove  his  intention,  quare. 
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upon   certain- trusts  to  secure  the  annuity;   and   Sir        1840. 
Edward  Hales  thereby  also  covenanted   to  pay  the 
annuity. 

By  another  indenture  of  the  ISth  of  June  1814,  and 
made  between  Sir  Edward  Hales^  of  the  first  part^ 
Charles  Bernard  de  Morlaincourt  and  Mary  his  wife 
(anotlier  sister  of  Sir  Edward  Hales)^  of  the  second 
part,  Edward  Darell  of  the  third  part,  and  the  Honor- 
able Philip  Roper  of  the  fourth  part;  Sir  Edward  Hales 
for  the  valuable  consideration  therein  mentioned,  and  in 
consideration  of  natural  love  and  affection,  granted  to 
DareU  during  the  life  of  Mary  de  Morlaincourt^  in  trust 
for  her  separate  use,  an  annuity  of  300/.  per  annum,  by 
four  equal  quarterly  payments,  on  the  6th  of  Aprils  the 
(>th  of  July f  the  llth  of  October^  and  the  6th  of  January^ 
in  each  year;  and  after  her  decease,  he  granted  an  an- 
nuity of  150/.  to  Charles  Bernard  de  Morlaincourt  during 
his  life ;  with  powers  of  distress  and  entry,  in  case  of  non- 
payment :  and  by  the  same  indenture,  Sir  Edward  Hales 
conveyed  certain  hereditaments  to  a  trustee  to  secure 
these  annuities;  and  also  covenanted  to  pay  them,  and  to 
convey  certain  estates  to  their  issue.  And  Charles  Bernard 
de  Morlaincourt  and  his  wife  assigned  to  Sir  Edward 
Hales  all  their  claims  to  certain  monies  charged  on  the 
estates  of  Sir  Edward  HaleSj  in  favour  of  Mary  de  Mor» 
laincourt  and  her  children ;  and  C  B.  de.  Morlaincourt 
also  covenanted  for  the  execution  of  similar  assignments 
by  their  children. 

Sir  Edward  HaleSy  by  his  will,  dated  the  2d  of  May^ 
1826,  devised  his  freehold  estates  to  trustees,  to  the 
intent  that  his  wife  might  receive  during  her  life,  in  lieu 
of  any  annual  sum  payable  to  her  under  the  marriage 
settlement  and  of  her  dower,  an  annual  sum  of  1500/. 
He  then  created  a  trust  for  payment  of  his  debts,  and 

Vol.  III.  Z  devised 
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1840.  devised  his  estates  to  trustees,  upon  trust,  to  pay  an 
annuity  of  90(tf.  unto  his  sister  Barbara  de  Jouehere^  for 
her  life,  and  to  pay  an  annui^  of  500il  to  hb  sister  Biary 
de  Morlaineourt,  for  her  life,  and  to  pay  other  annuities. 
And  he  directed,  that  each  of  the  annuities  given  by  his 
will  should  be  paid  by  four  equal  quarterly  payments, 
on  the  four  most  usual  days  of  payment  in  the  year; 
the  first  of  such  payments  to  be  made  on  such  of  the  said 
quarterly  days  of  payment  as  should  first  happen  after 
his  decease;  and  he  also  directed  that  the  said  yearly 
sums  limited  to  Lady  Hales^  Barbara  de  Jouchere^  and 
Mary  de  Morlaincourtf  should  be  paid  to  them  respec- 
tively for  their  separate  use^ 

Sir  Edward  Hales,  the  testator,  died  in  ManA,  1829. 
The  Master,  upon  a  reference  made  to  him,  certified 
that  the  annuities  of  SOOA  each  granted  to  Madame 
Jouehere  and  Madame  de  Morlaincouri  were  not  satisfied 
by  the  bequests  of  the  two  annuities  of  900/.  and  500i. 
respectively  given  by  his  will. 

The  Master  in  the  course  of  the  enquiry  had  admitted 
the  evidence  of  Lady  Haks,  and  of  the  gentleman  who 
had  prepared  the  testator's  will,  to  shew  that  it  was  the 
testator's  intention  that  the  bequests  should  be  in  addi- 
tion to  the  annuities  previously  granted  by  him  to  his 
sisters  for  valuable  consideration. 

The  accuracy  of  the  conclusion  of  the  Master,  and 
the  admissibility  of  the  above  parol  evidence  was  con- 
tested on  behalf  of  the  infant  Plaintiff,  who  was  entitled 
to  the  estates  subject  to  the  charges ;  and  the  questions 
now  came  on  for  argument  upon  the  petitions  of  the 
infant  and  Lady  Hales. 

Mr.  Stuartt  Mr.  George  Turner^  and  Mr.  Calvert,  for 
the  infant  Plaintiff. 

Mr. 
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Mr.  Kinderslejfi  Mr.  G.  Richards^  and  Mr.  Presccit 
Whit€j  for  the  annuitants.  „ 

o. 
Mr.  Pemberton^  for  the  widow.  UAtBU.. 

The  following  cases  were  cited  on  the  principal  point. 
Faaoler  ▼•  Fowler  (a),  Garthshore  v.  Chalie  (6),  Watheti  v. 
Smith  (c),  Graham  v.  Graham  (d).  Barret  v.  Beckford  (e), 
i>tf  ▼•  Our  (^)y  Rkkman  v.  Morgan  (//),  Jessoit  v.  Jb- 
5011  (f),  Goo^ellaw  v.  Burchett{k),  Blois  ▼.  Blois{l\ 
Jeacock  v.  Falk'ener  (m),  Goldsmid  v.  GoUsmid  {n),  De* 
vese  ▼.  Pontet  (o),  Blandy  ▼•  Widmore  (p)^  Pierpoint  ▼• 
ZfOrif  CAM^(;)y  Adams  v.  Lavender  (r\  Mathews  v. 
Mathews  (s),  Hinchcliffe  ▼.  HinchcUffe  (t)^  Atkinson  y* 
Webb{u\  Chancet/s  Case(w)t  Richardson  v.Greese{x)f 
Lee  V.  UAranda  {j/\  Haynes  v.  Jfico  («),  Brawn  v. 
Dawson  {aa) ;  and  the  following  cases  on  the  evidence, 
7%^XiK!^v.  T^e  Inhabitants  of  Wrangle  {bb).  Smith  v. 
yony^  (or),  Vincent  v.  Cofc  (A/),  //«rs/  v.  B^ac^  (^^), 
fFMtfv.  Rice{gg\  Wallace  V.  Pomfret(hh). 

The 

(a)  3  P.  fTmt.  353.  (0  3  F^i.  516. 

(6)  10  F^«.  1 .  (ii)  Free.  CL  S35.,  and  S  Vtm. 

(c)  4  ilfiMf.  5S5.  478. 
{d)  1  Fipf.  sen.  S69.  (w)  i  P.  9rm«.  408. 

\e)  1  Fef.  860.519.  (x)  5  i4/i^.  65. 

(^)  3  i4Mr.  419.  (y)  1  Ves.  sen.  1.,  and  3  Aik. 

(A)  S  ifro.  C.  (7.894.  419. 
(i)  9  r^rik  ^SS.  (x)  1  J7ro.  C.  C.  199. 

(it)  9  rem.  S98.  {aa)  %  Vem.  498. 

(/;  9  Fen/.  347.  (A6)  9  i4i/.  4-  J?.  514. 

(w)  1  J?ro.  (7.  C.  295.  («?)  1  Cany.  439. 

(fi)  1  Swamt.  p.  919.  (</</)  Moo.  i  Mid.  3S7. 

(o)  1  Onr»  188.  («r)  5  Mad.  560. 

(p)  1  P.  fFuM.  324.  (gg)  2  iiTiiM.  ^  Myl.  951. 

(f)  1  P.  fFm8.488.  (AA)  11  Vet.  542.;    1  PA.  on 

(r)  I  M*G.i  r.41.;  i7oprr      JSv.  488.»  and  lee  Wigtwn  m 

oil  Legacies^  ch.  17.  Egtfumc  Evidtnce. 
(«)  2  Tm.  sen.  635. 

Z  2 
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1840.  The  Master  qflhe  Rolls. 

In  this  case.  Sir  Edward  Hales,  the  testator  in  the 
cause,  granted  annuities  of  300/.  each  to  his  two  sisters 
Madame  de  Jouckere  and  Madame  de  Morlainanart,  for 
their  respective  lives ;  and  afterwards,  by  his  will,  gave 
to  his  sister  Madame  de  Jouckere  an  annuity  of  900/.  for 
her  life,  and  to  his  sister  Madame  de  Morlaincourt  an 
annuity  of  500/.  for  life. 

By  his  will  he  also  gave  an  annuity  of  1500/.  a  year 
to  his  wife,  for  her  life ;  and  in  the  progress  of  the  cause, 
it  having  become  desirable  to  ascertain  whether  the  an- 
nuity to  the  widow  could  be  safely  paid,  it  was  referred, 
on  the  SOth  of  Jult/  1839,  to  the  Master,  to  inquire 
whether  there  were  any  and  what  charges  affecting  the 
estates  devised  by  the  will  prior  to  the  widow's  annuity; 
and  some  further  inquiries  being  authorised  by  a  subse- 
quent order  of  the  7th  of  March  1840,  the  Master,  on 
the  13th  of  March  1840,  reported  that  the  charges, 
affecting  the  devised  estates  prior  to  the  widow's  annuity, 
were,  amongst  other  things,  the  annuities  of  300/.  each, 
granted  by  the  testator  to  his  sisters  Madame  dc  Jouchere 
and  Madame  de  Morlaincourt, 

The  confirmation  of  this  report  was  opposed  by  the 
infant  Plaintiff,  who  presented  a  petition,  praying  for  a 
declaration  that  the  annuities  of  900/.  and  500/.,  given 
to  the  testator's  sisters  by  his  will,  were  given  in  satis- 
faction of  the  annuities  oF  300/.  each,  which  he  had 
granted  to  them  in  his  lifetime ;  and  it  being  alleged 
that  the  circumstances  had  not  been  fully  inve'stigated, 
it  was,  on  the  3d  of  April  1840,  referred  back  to  the 
Master  to  inquire  further  as  to  the  two  annuities  of  300/. 
each,  and  the  two  annuities  of  900/.  and  500/.,  and  to 
state  the  result  of  his  inquiry,  with  his  opinion  thereon, 
to  the  Court. 

Under 
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Under  this  order  he  has  made  the  inquiry  directed^.  1840. 
and  on  the  23d  of  July  1840,  certified^  that  by  inden- 
tures of  the  29th  and  80th  days  o^  March  1814,  an  annuity 
of  300/.  per  annum  was  granted  to  Madame  de  Jowhere; 
and  by  an  indenture  of  the  13th  of  June  1814,  an  an- 
nuity of  800/.  was  granted  to  Madame  de  Morlaincourt ; 
and  he  has  stated  his  opinion  that  those  annuities  were 
not  satisfied  by  the  bequests  contained  in  the  will  of  the 
annuities  of  900/.  and  500/. ;  but  that  the  two  annuities 
of  300/.  continued  to  be  subsisting  charges  on  the  estates 
of  the  testator,  subjected  to  the  payment  thereof,  not* 
withstanding  the  bequests  of  the  annuities  given  by  the 
will. 

In  conducting  the  inquiry,  the  Master  received  parol 
evidence  of  the  declaration  made  by  the  testator,  which 
was  tendered  in  evidence,  for  the  purpose  of  shewing, 
that  the  testator  intended  the  annuities  given  by  his  will 
to  be  in  addition  to  the  annuities  previously  granted ; 
and  the  petition  now  presented  on  behalf  of  the  infant 
Plaintiff  objects  to  the  reception  of  some  parts  of  the 
evidence  which  the  Master  has  admitted,  and  objects  to 
the  conclusion  to  which  the  Master  has  arrived* 

The  consideration  of  the  parol  evidence  objected  to,  is 
not  material,  if  a  just  conclusion  can  be  arrived  at  upon 
the  grants  of  annuity  and  the  will  alone ;  or  upon  the 
grants  and  will,  together  with  the  evidence  which  is  not 
objected  to. 

•  The  deeds  of  the  29th  and  SOth  of  March  1814,  re- 
ferred to  by  the  Master,  were  made  for  valuable  con- 
sideration :  and  convey  certain  estates  to  a  trustee,  to 
the  use  and  intent  that  Madame  de  Jouchere  mighty  out 
of  the  premises,  receive  and  take  for  her  life  an  annuity 
of  300/.,  to  be  paid  quarterly,  on  the  16th  days  of  Ja« 

Z  3  nua^y 
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1840.  nuartf^  Aprilj  Jub/^  and  October ^  with  a  proporUonate 
part  up  to  the  day  of  her  death ;  and  subject  thereto* 
to  the  use  of  the  trustee,  in  trust  for  better  securing  the 
same,  with  usual  powers  for  that  purpose ;  and,  in  the 
deed,  the  testator  covenanted  to  pay  the  annuity. 

The  deed,  of  the  13th  June  1814,  was  made  in  con- 
sideration  of  an  assignment  and  certain  covenants ;  and 
also  purports  to  be  made  in  consideration  of  the  love 
and  afiection  which  the  testator  had  and  bore  to  his  sister 
Madame  de  Morlaincourt.  It  is  a  grant  to  Mr.  Darellf 
during  the  life  of  Madame  de  Morlaincourt^  of  a  rent* 
charge  of  800/.,  issuing  out  of,  and  charged  on,  certain 
estates,  and  to  be  received  by  Mr.  DareU^  in  trust  for 
the  separate  use  of  Madame  de  Marlaineouri^  and  to 
be  paid  on  the  6th  days  of  Aprils  Juhf^  October^  and 
January  in  every  year,  with  a  proportionate  part  up  to 
the  day  of  her  death.  The  estates  were  then  conveyed 
to  a  trustee  for  securing  the  payment  of  the  annuity,  and 
the  testator  covenanted  for  payment  thereof. 

In  the  argument,  it  was  urged  for  the  Plaintiff,  that 
these  deeds  ought  to  be  considered  only  as  covenants, 
which,  at  least  as  to  payments  to  be  made  after  the 
testator's  death,  were  merely  executory.  I  need  not 
observe^  that  the  deeds,  although  containing  covenants, 
are  not  of  the  character  thus  imputed  to  them.  All 
that  could  be  done  by  the  testator  for  securing  future 
payments  was  done. 

The  testator,  being  under  the  obligations  imposed 
upon  him,  and  his  estates  being  thus  charged  by  these 
deeds,  executed  as  they  were  for  valuable  consideration, 
made  his  will,  dated  the  2d  May  1826.  He  thereby,  as 
is  stated  on  both  sides,  made  provision  for  the  payment 
of  all  his  debts,  and  devised  his  estates  to  trustees.     As 

to 
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to  bis  freehold  estates,  to  the  intent  that  his  wife  might 
receive  during  her  life,  in  lieu  of  any  annual  sum  payable 
to  her  under  the  settlement,  and  of  her  dower,  an 
annual  sum  of  1500/.;  and  subject  thereto,  and  to  the 
trusts  for  securing  the  payment  of  that  annuity,  upon 
trust  to  pay  an  annuity  of  900/.  to  his  sister,  Madame 
de  Jouchere^  for  her  life ;  and  to  pay  an  annui^  of  SOOU 
to  his  sister,  Madame  de  Morlaincour^  for  her  lifes 
and  then  to  pay  other  annuities ;  and  he  directed  the 
annuities  given  by  his  will  to  be  paid  quarterly  on  the 
usual  quarter  days,  and  that  the  annuities,  payable  to 
his  sisters,  should  be  for  their  separate  use.  Subject  to 
the  charges,  the  estates  were  to  be  limited  to  the  son  of 
Madame  de  Morlaineourtf  with  remainders,  under  which 
the  Plaintiff  is  now  entitled. 


1840. 


For  the  Plaintiff  it  is  argued,  that  the  covenants  in 
the  deeds  were  executory  and  have  been  performed, 
and  more  than  performed  by  the  gifts  contained  in  the 
will. 

A  covenant  to  grant,  or  to  secure  an  annuity,  may 
be  performed  by  provisions  purporting  to  be  a  gift  in  a 
will ;  but  having  regard  to  the  contents  of  the  deeds, 
whereby  the  annuities  of  300/.  each  were  granted  and 
secured,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  question  here  is,  not 
whether  the  covenants  into  which  the  testator  had 
entered  have  been  performed  by  his  will,  but  whether 
the  obligations  into  which  he  had  entered,  and  the 
charges  to  which  he  had  subjected  his  estates,  were 
intended  to  be,  and  ought  to  be,  deemed  satisfied  by 
the  provisions  contained  in  the  will. 


The  question,  therefore,  appears  to  me  to  be  a 
question  of  satisfaction ;  and  although  there  are,  un- 
fortunately, inconsistent  authorities  which  seem  appii# 

Z  4  cable 
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184d.  4»ble  to  this  subject,  it  sufficiently  appeal's  that,  prim& 
faciei  the  testator  must  be  taken  to  have  intended 
bounty;  and  that  gifts,  even  more  than  equivalent  in 
beneficial  interest  to  satisfy  the  obligations,  are  not  to 
be  deemed  satisfaction  if  there  are  circumstances,  even 
slight  circumstances,  which  lead  to  a  diflferent  con* 
elusion.  Now  here,  the  testator  has  directed  the  pay* 
ment  of  all  his  debts,  and  amongst  his  debts  are  the 
annuities  secured  by  the  deeds.  In  his  will,  intending 
the  annuity  given  to  his  wife  to  be  in  lieu  of  other  an* 
nual  payments  to  which  she  might  be  entitled,  he  has 
expressly  said  so ;  but  he  has  used  no  such  expression 
with  reference  to  either  of  the  annuities  secured  to  his 
sisters.  Again,  the  annuities  secured  by  the  deeds  ap- 
pear, by  the  Master's  report,  to  be  the  first  charges  on 
the  estates  comprised  in  the  deeds,  but  the  annuities 
given  by  the  will  are  subject  to  prior  charges  on  the 
testator's  estates ;  the  times  of  payment  are  not  the 
same,  and  the  charges  are  of  different  natures;  and, 
under  such  circumstances,  it  appears  to  me,  indepen- 
dently of  any  parol  evidence,  that  the  annuities  given 
by  the  will  cannot  be  taken  as  a  satisfaction  of  the  an- 
nuities secured  by  the  deeds. 

Much  greater  doubt  than  there  is  in  this  case  would, 
I  think,  be  removed  by  the  evidence,  which  is  not  ob- 
jected to;  but  having  formed  my  opinion  upon  the 
instruments  themselves,  it  is  unnecessary  to  consider 
the  questions  raised  upon  the  admissibility  and  effect  of 
the  parol  evidence. 

The  petition  of  the  Plaintiff*  must  be  dismissed. 
Upon  the  other  petition,  confirm  the  Master's  report, 
and  let  the  Master  inquire  what  is  due  in  respect  of 
the  annuities  of  300^  each,  and  also  in  respect  of  the 
annuities  of  900/.  and  500/.  respectively,  and  state  the 
amount  thereof  in  his  general  report 
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WEYMOUTH  V.  LAMBERT.  Nov.  19. 

BY  his  will,  dated  in  September j  1828,  the  testator  Substituted 
devised  and  bequeathed  unto  WiUiam  Lambert,  of  J5j^*„f t" 

AUahabadj  in  the  East  Indies,  all  his  real  and  personal  appear  or- 
I  •11*  dered  in  a 

estate,  and  appointed  him  executor.  creditor's  suit 

on  one,  who, 
rrti  i>    1   •      -kT         r  m  acliug  as  the 

The  testator  died  in  Ncfoemoer,  18S8.     The  execu*  attorney  of 

tor,  who  resided  in  India,  sent  to  his  son,  who  was  ^'^  j^^^J^' 

resident  in  England,  a  letter  of  attorney  to  enable  him  devisee  and 

to  procure  letters  of  administration,  and  to  receive  all  Jfenttn'l^ciia 

monies  and  give  receipts.  had  obtained 

adminis- 
tration here. 

In  April,  18S9,  administration  was  granted  to  the  2^^^^^^"" 
son,  who  took  upon  himself  the  receipts  and  adminis*  ceipt  ofthe 
tration  of  the  personal  estates  of  the  testator ;  and  on  J^i^estatef 
behalf  of  his  father,   entered  into  and  was  in  the  re- 
ceipt of  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  real  estates,  de« 
vised  by  the  will  of  the  testator. 

This  was  a  creditor's  suit  against  the  father  and  son, 
its  object  being  to  obtain  payment  of  the  testator's  debts 
out  of  his  real  and  personal  estate.  WiUiam  Lambert 
was  still  resident  in  the  East  Indies,  and  his  son  was 
resident  in  this  country.  The  son  having  appeared,  it 
was  now  moved  that  the  service  of  a  subpccna  on  the 
son  might  be  good  service  on  the  father. 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Dixon^  for  the  motion. 

Mr.  Kindersley,  contra,  contended  that  there  were  no 
cases  in  which  service  on  one  had  been  held  to  be  good 
service  on  another,  except  where  a  party  living  abroad 

was 
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Weymouth 

V. 

Lambert. 
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was  suing  at  law,  and  the  Defendant  at  law  applied  for 
protection  in  equity  ;  in  which  case,  the  Court  had  or- 
dered service  on  the  attorney  of  the  Phunti£P  at  law  to  be 
good  service.  That  with  respect  to  the  personal  estate 
the  son,  who  was  administrator,  represented  the  personal 
estates  to  all  intents  and  purposes;  and,  as  regarded  tl|e 
real  estate,  the  subposna  might  be  served  under  the  re- 
cent sutute  of  3  W.  4.  e.  SS. 


Mr.  Pembertofij  in  reply,  relied  on  Kinder  v.  Forbes  (a), 
and  1  Dan.  Pr.  268.,  and  the  cases  there  cited.  He 
stated  that  the  statute  referred  to  had  proved  ineffectual 
in  practice. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  said,  that  perhaps  the 
statutes  might,  on  consideration,  be  found  sufficient  for 
the  Plaintiff's  purpose;  he  however  considered  the  Plain- 
tiff entitled  to  the  order  asked,  which  must  be  made, 
unless  the  Plaintiff  should  mention  the  case  again. 

(a)  S  JSeavan,  SOS. 


See  Hobhmue  v.  Cawitiey^  V.C,  Juiy  7.  1S41. 


2)ec%  8* 


HYDE  V.  WRENCH. 


rriHIS  case  came  on  upon  general  demurrer  to  a  bill 
-'-    for  specific  performance,  which  stated  to  the  eflfect 


following :  — 


The 


The  Defend«> 

ant,  on  the 

6th  of  Jtme, 

offered  in 

writing  to  sell 

his  farm  for 

1000/.;  but  ......  ^     , 

the  Plaintiff*  offered  950/.»  which  the  Defendant  on  the  S7th  of  June,  after  con- 
sideration,  refused  to  accept.,  On  the  89th  the  Plaintiff;  by  letter  agreed  to  give 
loco/.,  but  there  appeared  to  be  no  assent  on  the  part  of  the  Defendant,  though 
there  had  been  no  withdrawal  of  the  first  offer :  Held  that  there  was  no  binding 
contract  within  the  Statute  of  Frauds. 
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The  Defendant  being  desirous  of  disposing  of  an  1840. 
estate,  ofiered,  by  his  agent,  to  sell  it  to  the  Plaintiff  for 
1200/.y  which  the  Plaintiff,  by  his  agent,  declined;  and 
on  the  6th  of  June  the  Defendant  wrote  to  his  agent  as 
follows :  —  **  I  have  to  notice  the  refusal  of  your  friend 
to  give  me  1200^  for  my  farm;  I  will  only  make  one 
more  offer,  which  I  shall  not  alter  from ;  that  is,  1000/. 
lodged  in  the  bank  until  Michaelmas^  when  title  shall 
be  made  clear  of  expenses,  land  tax,  &c.  I  expect  a 
reply  by  return,  as  I  have  another  application."  This 
letter  was  forwarded  to  the  Plaintiff's  agent,  who  im- 
mediately called  on  the  Defendant;  and,  previously  to 
accepting  the  offer,  offered  to  give  the  Defendant  950/. 
for  the  purchase  of  the  farm,  but  the  Defendant  wished 
to  have  a  few  days  to  consider. 

On  the  11th  of  Juue  the  Defendant  wrote  to  the 
Plaintiff's  agent  as  follows :  —  **  I  have  written  to  my 
tenant  for  an  answer  to  certain  enquiries,  and,  the  in- 
stant I  receive  his  reply,  will  communicate  with  you, 
and  endeavour  to  conclude  the  prospective  purchase  of 
my  farm ;  I  assure  you  I  am  not  treating  with  any  other 
person  about  said  purchase." 

The  Defendant  afterwards  promised  he  would  give 
an  answer  about  accepting  the  950/.  for  the  purchase 
on  the  26th  of  June;  and  on  the  27th  he  wrote  to  the 
Plaintiff's  agent,  stating  he  was  sorry  he  could  not  feel 
disposed  to  accept  his  offer  for  his  farm  at  Luddenham 
at  present. 

This  letter  being  received  on  the  29th  of  June^  the 
Plaintiff's  agent  on  that  day  wrote  to  the  Defendant  as 
follows :  —  I  beg  to  acknowledge  the  receipt  of  your 
letter  of  the  27th  instant,  informing  me  that  you  are  not 
disposed  to  accept  the  sum  of  950/.  for  your  farm  at 

Luddenham. 
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1840.  Luddenham.  This  being  the  case,  I  at  once  agree  to 
the  terms  on  which  you  ofiered  the  farm,  viz.  lOQOL 
through  your  tenant  Mr.  Kent,  by  your  letter  of  the 
6th  instant*  I  shall  be  obliged  by  your  instructing 
your  solicitor  to  communicate  with  me  without  delay,  as 
to  the  title,  for  the  reason  which  I  mentioned  to  you." 

The  bill  stated,  that  the  Defendant  **  returned  a 
verbal  answer  to  the  last  mentioned  letter,  to  the  effect, 
he  would  see  his  solicitor  thereon;**  and  it  charged  that 
the  Defendant's  offer  for  sale  had  not  been  withdrawn 
previous  to  its  acceptance. 

To  this  bill,  filed  by  the  alleged  purchaser  for  a  specific 
performance,  the  Defendant  filed  a  general  demurrer. 

Mr.  Kindersley  and  Mr.  Keener  in  support  of  the 
demurrer.  To  constitute  a  valid  agreement  there  must 
be  a  simple  acceptance  of  the  terms  proposed.  Holland 
V.  Ej/re  (a).  The  Plaintiff,  instead  of  accepting  the 
alleged  proposal  for  sale  for  1000/.  on  the  6th  of  June^ 
rejected  it,  and  made  a  counter  proposal;  this  put  an 
end  to  the  Defendant's  offer,  and  left  the  proposal  of  the 
Plaintiff  alone  under  discussion;  that  has  never  been 
accepted,  and  the  Plaintiff  could  not,  without  the  con- 
currence of  the  Defendant,  revive  the  Defendant's 
original  proposal. 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Freelingj  contra.  So  long 
as  the  offer  of  the  Defendant  subsisted,  it  was  competent 
to  the  Plaintiff  to  accept  it ;  the  bill  charges  that  the 
Defendant's  ofier  had  not  been  withdrawn  previous  to 
its  acceptance  by  the  Plaintiff;  there,  therefore,  exists  a 
valid  subsisting  contract.  Kennedy  v.  Lee  (6),  Johnson 
King  {c)j  were  cited. 

The 
(a)  2  5tnf.  4-  St.  194.  (e)  2  Bing.  370. 

ih)  3  Mer.  454. 
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The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

Under  the  circumstances  stated  in  this  bill,  I  think 
there  exists  no  valid  binding  contract  between  the  parties 
for  the  purchase  of  the  property.  The  Defendant 
offered  to  sell  it  for  1000/.,  and  if  that  had  been  at  once 
unconditionally  accepted,  there  would  undoubtedly  have 
been  a  perfect  binding  contract;  instead  of  that,  the 
Plaintiff  made  an  offer  of  his  own,  to  purchase  the  pro- 
perty for  950/.,  and  he  thereby  rejected  the  offer  previ- 
ously made  by  the  Defendant.  I  think  that  it  was  not 
afterwards  competent  for  him  to  revive  the  proposal  of 
the  Defendant,  by  tendering  an  acceptance  of  it;  and  that, 
therefore,  there  exists  no  obligation  of  any  sort  between 
the  parties ;  the  demurrer  must  be  allowed. 


1840. 


PEARSE  V.  BROOK. 


Nov.  9. 


^T^HIS  was  a  petition  to  discharge  an  order  for  tax- 
*^    ation.     Affidavits,  which  had  been  made  in  oppo- 
sition to  the  application,  had  been  referred  for  imper- 
tinence, and  no  report  had  yet  been  obtained.* 

Mr.  Pembejion^  for  the  petitioner,  observed  that  these 
affidavits  could  not  be  used  by  the  Respondent ;  and 
he  therefore  proposed  that  the  petition  should  stand 
over,  on  the  Respondent's  undertaking  that  all  proceed- 
ings on  the  taxation  should  be  stayed  in  the  mean  time. 


PendiDg  a  re- 
ference of 
affidavits  for 
impertinence, 
they  cannot 
be  used.   The 
Court,  how* 
ever,  will  in 
such  a  case 
put  the  parties 
under  terms, 
so  as  to  meet 
the  iustice 
of  tne  case. 


Mr.  Girdlestone  and  Mr.  Terrell  declined  giving  any 
undertaking,  and  insisted  that  the  affidavits  might  be 
used  notwithstanding  the  objection  for  impertinence, 
otherwise  the  mere  referring  a  respondent's  evidence 

for 
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for  impertmence  would  operate  as  an  injanction  until 
the  Master's  report  could  be  obtained. 

JTie  Master  of  the  Rolls  said,  that  affidavits,  while 
under  reference  for  impertinence,  could  not  be  used  in 
Court;  that  the  Respondents  must  •  therefore  either 
proceed  without  them,  or  give  the  undertaking,  in  which 
case  the  Petitioner  would  be  put  on  terms  to  get  the 
Master's  report  in  a  week.  This  he  thought  would  meet 
the  justice  of  the  case. 


Nov.  4. 


A  Bolicitorf 
who  is  trus- 
tee, u  not 
entitled  to 
charge  for  his 
professional 
services, 
which  must 
be  assumed  to 
have  been 
rendered  in 
his  character 
of  trustee; 
but  under  a 
contract  pro- 
perly entered 
into,  he  may 
be  entitled  to 
his  profes- 
sional charges. 


In  re  SHERWOOD. 

npHIS  petition  prayed  for  the  taxation  of  the  bill  of 
'*'  costs  of  Robert  Slee^  a  solicitor;  and  that  in  the 
taxation  the  Master  might  be  directed  to  disallow  all 
costs  as  solicitor,  for  business  done  by  Robert  Slee  in 
his  character  of  trustee  under  a  deed  of  the  2Sd  o(May 
1839. 

It  appeared  from  the  affidavits  made  in  the  matter, 
that  there  being  some  dispute  between  William  H.  Short 
and  Edward  Richardson  Slee  (the  brother  of  Robert 
Slee)f  as  to  whether  Edward  Richardson  Slee  was  a  pur- 
chaser or  mortgagee  of  one-seventh  of  a  reversionary 
sum  of  money  standing  in  the  names  of  trustees  in 
the  funds,  which  had,  however,  lately  fallen  into  pos* 
session ;  and  the  deed  of  the  2Sd  of  May  1839  was  in 
consequence  executed.  It  was  made  between  William 
Howard  Short  of  the  first  part,  Edward  Richardson  Slee 
of  the  second  part«  and  Robert  Slee  of  the  third  part; 
and  thereby  the  property  was  assigned  to  Robert  Slee 
upon  trust,  in  the  first  place,  to  deduct  and  retain  to 

himself 
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himself  and  themselves  all  costs,  charges,  and  expenses        1840. 
incurred  or  paid  by  him  or  them  in  getting  in,  receiv-      ^^^^-^ 
ing,   suing  for,  and    recovering   the  said   monies  and     SaxmwooD. 
premises,  stocks,  funds,  and  securities  or  otherwise,  in 
or  about  the  execution  of  the  trusts  thereby  created ; 
then  to  pay  Edward  R.  Slee  200&  which  had  been  lent  by 
him  to  fV.  H.  Short;  and  to  divide  the  remainder  be- 
tween William  H.  Short  and  Edward  R.  Slee;  and  the 
deed  contained  a  proviso  as  follows :  — 

<<  And  lastly,  that  he,  the  said  Robert  Slee  shall,  and 
he  is  hereby  authorized  and  empowered  to  retain  and 
receive,  by  and  out  of  the  monies  and  premises  which 
shall  or  may  come  into  his  hands,  under  or  by  virtue  of 
the  trust  hereby  in  him  reposed,  his  usual  professional 
costs  and  charges  which  may  arise  or  be  incurred  in 
carrying  into  execution  the  trusts  of  these  presents,  or 
in  prosecuting  or  defending  any  suit  or  suits  or  other- 
wise that  may  happen,  as  if  he  had  not  been  the  trustee 
of  these  presents,  but  had  been  employed  and  retained 
by  them,  the  said  William  Howard  Short  or  Edward 
Richardson  Sleet  their  executors,  administrators,  or  as- 
signs, as  their  attorney  or  solicitor  in  the  matters  of  the 
trusts  hereby  created." 

This  deed  was  settled  by  counsel  on  behalf  of  Sior^ 

A  suit  had  been  instituted  in  this  Court,  in  respect  of 
the  property,  which  had  been  compromised,  and  in 
respect  of  which,  Robert  Slee  the  trustee  incurred  some 
costs. 

On  the  5th  of  September,  18S9,  Robert  Slee  received 
the  amount  of  the  one-seventh  share  of  the  trust  fund, 
and  he  prepared  a  release  to  the  original  trustees  thereof, 
which'  was  executed. 

Robert 
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1840.  Bobert  Slee  (the  solicitor  and  trustee),  delivered  to 

^^^^^  the  petitioner  Sherwood^  who  was  the  legal  personal 
SHEawoom  representative  of  Shorty  three  bills  of  costs,  amounting 
to  12/.  \s.  Sd.f  i5L  95.,  and  6/.  5s*  respectively ;  the  first 
being  the  costs  of  the  release  to  the  trustees,  the  second 
the  costs  in  the  suit,  and  the  third  for  the  costs  of  a  re- 
lease which  it  was  agreed  should  be  executed  by  the  pe- 
titioner Sherwood  to  Robert  Slee.  Bobert  Slee,  with  the 
assent  of  the  petitioner,  retained  these  sums,  and  paid 
over  to  the  petitioner  his  share  of  residue  of  the  amount 
received,  and  on  the  17th  of  September  the  petitioner  SAer- 
UDOod  executed  to  Bobert  Slee  a  general  release  of  all 
claims,  &c.  The  release  had  been  approved  of  by  a  soli- 
citor who  acted  in  the  matter  on  behalf  of  the  petitioner. 

In  Jufyf  1840,  Shertvood  presented  this  petition,  al- 
leging that  Bobert  Slee^  the  trustee,  being  a  solicitor, 
was  not  entitled  to  make  any  professional  charges  against 
his  cestuique  trtist^  and  alleging  that  the  above  bills  con- 
tained many  excessive  and  improper  charges;  and  it 
enumerated  four  charges  of  4/.  lOs.,  6s.  8^,  lOx.,  and 
Ss.^  which  it  alleged  ought  to  be  disallowed,  or  partly 
disallowed.  The  petitioner  prayed  a  reference  to  the 
Master  to  tax  the  bills,  with  a  direction  to  disallow 
all  costs  and  charges  for  business  done  by  Bobert  Slee^ 
in  his  character  of  trustee. 

Mr.  Edward  Younger  in  support  of  the  petition,  relied 
on  New  v.  Jones  (fl),  and  Moore  v.  FromL  [b) 

Mr.  BandaUt  contrd^  relied  on  the  special  contract; 
the  settlement  of  accounts ;  and  the  release  deliberately 
executed  by  the  petitioner  with  the  assistance  of  a  pro- 
fessional adviser. 

(a)  9  Byihewood,  357.  (4)  3  Myl.  i  Cr.  45. 
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The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

This  is  a  petition  for  the  taxation  of  the  bill  of  costs 
of  a  solicitor  which  has  been  paid,  on  the  ground,  first, 
that  the  solicitor  being  a  trustee,  is  not  entitled  to  charge 
for  professional  business ;  and  secondly  that  there  are 
overcharges.  As  to  the  first,  there  is  no  doubt  whatever 
as  to  the  law  on  the  subject :  —  A  solicitor,  who  is  a 
trustee,  is  not  entitled  to  charge  for  professional  services 
"Which  must  be  assumed  to  have  been  rendered  in  his 
character  of  trustee,  unless  there  be  some  special  contract 
authorising  him  to  make  the  charge ;  but  under  a  deed  or 
contract  properly  entered  into  and  expressed,  he  may  be 
entitled  to  his  professional  charges  as  a  solicitor,  though 
he  ace  as  a  trustee.  In  several  cases  of  wills,  and 
amongst  them  that  of  Lord  TAurlow,  a  solicitor  has  been 
authorised  to  make  his  professional  charges.  In  Moore 
V.  Frowd  it  was  considered  clear  from  the  form  of  the 
instruments,  that  the  professional  costs  of  the  solicitor 
were  not  comprised  in  the  costs  to  be  allowed ;  but  in 
the  present  case  there  is  a  special  contract,  and  there  is  no 
allegation  that  it  was  obtained  by  fraud  or  any  improper 
means;  there  are,  therefore,  no  grounds  for  granting 
this  part  of  the  petition. 


1840. 


In  re 

SHEaWOOD. 


With  respect  to  the  other  ground  of  complaint,  it 
seems  that  this  bill  of  costs  was  not  delivered  until  after 
the  time  when  the  relation  of  trustee  and  cestui  que  trnst 
had  been  brought  to  a  close,  otherwise  it  might  have 
been  open  to  greater  question.  It  did  not  end  there,  for 
on  the  5th  oi  September j  a  release  was  prepared  on  the  be- 
half of  die  gentleman  who  now  complains,  and  which 
was  executed  with  the  advice  of  his  solicitor  twelve 
days  after  the  draft  had  been  submitted ;  this  settlement 
ought  not  to  be  opened  unless  there  are  errors  to  a  con- 
siderable amount,  or,  as  it  has  been  said  in  some  cases, 

Vol.111.  A  a  unless 
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1840. 


In  re 
Shsewood. 


unless  the  overcharges  be  such  as  to  amount  to  evi- 
dence of  fraud.  [His  Lordship  here  referred  to  the  bill 
of  costs,  in  which  there  were  several  charges  of  about 
65.  %d.  each,  which  he  considered  manifestly  wrong,  and 
proceeded.]  Though  there  are  some  charges  which  I 
consider  ought  not  to  be  allowed,  there  is  no  consider- 
able error.  Ought  I  after  the  parties  have  had  a  fiur 
opportunity  of  esuunining  the  bills  before  the  execution 
of  the  release,  to  open  this  matter  ?  I  think  I  ought  not, 
and  therefore  the  petition  must  be  dismissed. 


Dec.  7. 8. 13. 


STEPHENSON  v.  DOWSON. 


A  testator 
bequeathed 
to  if .  j9.  all 


TWO  questions  arose  in  this  cause,  which  were  dis- 
cussed upon  exceptions  to  the  report  of  the  Master ; 
mon^'^^due  to  ^^^^  whether  the  freight  passed  to  the  legatee  of  a  ship ; 
and,  secondly,  whether  upon  the  terms  of  the  wiU,  a 
sum  of  consok  was  a  specific  or  general  bequest. 


him  at  the 
timeof  hiflde- 
cease.  Held« 
that  frdght, 
earned  by  a 
ship  under  a 
charter-party 
executed  after 


The  testator  being  the*owner,  amongst  others,  of  a 

ship  called  the  <<  Borodino^**  by  his  will  dated  the  29th 

the  date  of  the  o(  March  1822,  directed  all  his  just  debts,  funeral,  and 

specfof  a*  '*■  testamentary  expenses  to  be,  in  the  first  place,  fully  paid 

voyage  not       and  satisfied  by  his  executors  thereinafter  named,  as 

untif  after  the  ^^^^  ^^^^  ^^  decease  as  conveniently  might  be:  and 

testator's         he  bequeathed  to  his  son  John  Ronoj  '*  all  his  ships  and 

death,  did  not 

pass  to  A.B.    shares  of  ships  and  money  which  at  the  time  of  his  de- 

eitheras  ^  cease  should  be  due  and  owing  to  him  from  govern- 
or as  incident  ment, 
to  the  ship. 

Testator  bequeathed  the  dividends  &c.  of  all  stocks  he  should  be  entitled  to  at 
the  time  of  his  decease,  in  the  public  funds.  He  had  10,000/.  codioIb  at  his  death, 
held,  that  this  was  a  specific  bequest  of  that  sum. 
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menty  or  from  any  person  or  persons  whomsoever,  to       1840. 

and  for  hift  own  use  and  benefit  absolutely;  and  he    ^^^"^^^"^^ 

Stephenson 
gave  and  bequeathed  unto  his  said  son  John  Bawj  for  v. 

and  during  his  life,  the  use  and  wearing  of  all  his  house-  ^^owbov. 
hold  furniture  and*  plate;  and  he  also  gave  and  be- 
queathed to  his  said  son  John  Rem  and  his  assigns,  for 
and  during  his  life,  for  his  and  their  use  and  benefit,  all 
the  dividends,  interest,  and  annual  proceeds  which 
should  accrue  due  and  become  payable  after  his  de- 
cease, for  and  in  respect  of  all  such  stock  and  property  as 
he  should  have  or  be  entitled  to^  at  the  time  of  his  decease^ 
in  the  gooemmeni  or  public  Jimds  or  securities;  and  he 
devised  unto  and  to  the  use  of  his  said  son  John  Bow 
and  his  assigns  for  his  life,  all  his  real  estate,  and  after 
the  decease  of  his  said  son,  he  devised  and  bequeathed 
his  real  estate  and  his  ftimiture,  plate,  and  stock  and 
properly  in  the  government  or  public  funds  or  securi- 
ties upon  certain  trusts,  for  the  benefit  of  the  children  of 
his  said  son.  But  in  case  his  said  son  should  die  with- 
out having  issue,  then  the  testator  devised  and  be- 
queathed his  said  real  and  personal  estate  upon  certain 
trusts  for  the  benefit  of  the  Plaintiff.  _ 

The  will  contained  no  bequest  of  the  residue  of  the 
testator's  estate.  John  Raw  and  the  Defendant  Domon 
were  the  executors  of  hb  will. 

After  this,  and  on  the  29th  of  July  1822,  the  testator 
executed  a  charter-party  of  the  ship  the  Borodino,  to 
Messrs.  Sheddon  in  consideration  of  certain  freight  to  be 
paid  when  the  voyage  was  completed.  The  ship  pro- 
ceeded on  her  voyage  to  5/.  John\  Nea>  Brunsmck,  and 
was  engaged  therein  at  the  time  of  the  death  of  the  tes- 
tator. 

The  testator  died  in  September  1822,  and  in  January 
18239  the  voyage  of  Borodino  was  completed,  and  the 

Aa  ^  fireight 
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freight  then  payable  amounted  to  8272.    The  first  ques- 
tion,  under  these  circumstances,  was  whether  this  sum 
V.  passed  to  John  Bam  the  legatee  of  the  ship,  or  formed 

D0W8OK.      p|„^  Qf  ^jQ  testator's  general  estate. 

The  Master  having  considered  this  sum  of  827/«  a 
specific  legacy,  the  question  now  came  before  the  Court 
on  exceptions  to  his  report. 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Purvis  for  the  Plaintifi^,  con- 
tended, that  the  827/.  did  not  pass  to  John  Borm,  either 
as  incident  to  the  ship  Borodino^  or  as  money  which  at 
the  time  of  the  decease  of  the  testator  was  due  and  owing 
to  him ;  for  the  bequest  of  the  ship  could  not  carry  the 
freight  which  was  not  earned  at  the  death,  and  which 
the*  legatee  of  the  ship  was  not  in  a  condition  to  recover. 
That  even  supposing  the  executor  to  have  assented  to 
the  legacy  of  the  ship,  the  legatee  had  no  means  of  re- 
covering the  freight;  for  there  being  a  charter-party,  the 
lien  of  the  owner  became  lost  by  the  special  contract ; 
CkmeU  v.  Simpson  (a),  Schack  v.  Anthony,  (b)  The 
legatee  even  after  the  executors'  assent  could  not  avail 
himself  of  the  benefit  of  the  covenant  in  the  charter- 
party  ;  Spiidt  V.  Bondes.  (c) 

That  the  bequest  of  a  ship  subject  to  charter-party, 
was  like  a  gift  of  a  reversion  subject  to  a  l^ase;  the 
charterer  had  a  species  of  ownership  which  prevented 
the  legatee  taking  possession  until  the  expiration  of  the 
charter-party ;  Trinity  House  v.  Clark,  (d) ;  and  that  in 
the  case  ofKersfwill  v.  Bishop  (e)  and  Dean  v,  M^Ghie{g)j 
relied  on  by  the  other  side,  there  was  no  charter-party,  and 

possession 

(a)  16  Fei.  275.  (rf)  4  M.  ^  S.  288. 

(b)  \  M.4rS.  573.  (e)  2  Cr.  *  J.  529. 

(c)  10  Eatt,  279.  ig)  4  Bing.  45. 
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possession  had  been  taken  by  the  mortgagee.  They  arw 
gued,  secondly,  that  the  money  payable  for  freight,  did 
not  become  due  and  payable  till  the  voyage  had  been 
completedi  which  happened  after  the  death  of  the  testator; 
and  that  this  sum  could  not  therefore  pass  as  money 
due  to  the  testator  at  the  time  of  his  decease ;  and  that 
at  all  events,  the  legateie  was  not  entitled  to  the  proceeds 
of  the  voyage  without  defraying  the  expenses  in  respect 
of  the  ship,  for  which  the  testator's  executors  were  liable, 
and  adopting  all  the  liabilities  under  the  charter-party. 

Mr*  Kindersley  and  Mr.  Lewis^  contrd.  The  amount  of 
the  freight  passed  to  the  legatee,  John  iZoto,  as  incident 
to  the  property  of  the  ship ;  Case  v,  Davidson,  (a)  In 
Morrison  v.  Parsons  {b)  it  was  held,  that  "  If  the  owner 
of  a  ship,  having  chartered  her  for  a  voyage,  assigns 
her  before  the  voyage,  though  he  afterwards  assign  the 
charter-party  to  another,  if  she  earns  freight,  the  as- 
signee of  the  ship  is  entitled  to  the  freight,  as  incident 
to  the  ship.  But  he  cannot  sue  on  the  charter-party 
otherwise  than  in  the  name  of  the  assignor." 

.  A  grpss  sum  became  payable  for  freight  after  the 
death  of  the  testator,  and,  like  the  rent  of  a  house  or  the 
dividends  on  stock,  the  whole  passed  to  the  l^tee. 
The  case  of  Sflidt  v.  Bowles  merely  decided  that  the 
assignee  of  a  ship  could  not  sue  in  his  own  name  on  the 
charter-party  entered  into  by  his  assignor ;  that  did  not, 
however,  determine  the  equitable  right;  the  assignor,  on 
being  indemnified,  would  have  been  bound  to  have  al* 
lowed  the  assignee  to  sue  in  his  name. 

liJohn  Uono  is  not  entitled  to  the  8272^,  as  incident 
to  the  ship,  he  is  entitled  thereto  as  a  debt  due  at  the 

testator's 

ifl)  5M.^S.  79.  (h)  8  ToMrf.  407. 
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1840.       testator^s  decease;  thej  dted*  on  this  pobl^  Carr  ▼• 

Stkphbnson  *  ^ 

V. 

DowsoN.  j^  Master  of  the  Rolls  said,  that  the  case  was 

certainly  not  free  from  difficulty;  but  that  he  was  of 
opinion,  that  the  amount  payable  for  freight  was  not  a 
debt  due  to  the  testator  at  the  time  of  his  death,  for  no 
debt  accrued  until  the  service  which  the  testator  had 
contracted  to  perform  had  been  completed,  .and  which 
did  not  happen  till  after  his  death. 

That  it  had  been  argued,  that  the  prospect  or  ex- 
pectation of  a  debt  to  arise  from  the  use  of  the  ship 
under  the  charter-party,  was  to  be  considered  annexed 
and  incident  to  the  ship;  and  though  it  had  been  de- 
cided that,  under  certain  circumstances,  freight  would 
pass  to  a  mortgagee  in  possession,  and  to  the  vendee  of  a 
ship,  and  though  his  Lordship  thought  the  freight  might 
be  the  subject  of  a  specific  bequest,  yet  that  this  was  not 
the  question  here ;  the  real  point  being,  whether,  under 
a  will,  not  mentioning  freight  at  all,  freight,  which  be- 
came due  after  the  testator's  death,  passed  to  the  legatee 
of  the  ship.  That,  here,  the  ship  was  subject  to  a 
contract  made  after  the  date  of  the  will,  and  which  con- 
tract it  was  the  duty  of  the  executor  to  see  performed, 
and  for  the  performance  of  which  the  testator's  estate 
was  liable;  and,  under  these  circumstances,  he  could 
not  suppose  that  the  testator  intended  that  the  freight, 
which  was  to  be  earned  at  the  expense  of  his  estate, 
should  pass  to  the  legatee. 

That,  upon  the  best  consideration  that  he  could  give 
to  the  case,  he  thought  that  the  freight  of  the  ship 
did  not  appear  to  be  so  incident  or  so  annexed  to  the 

ship, 
(a)  1  Mer.S4l. 
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ship^  in  this  case^  as  to  pass  to  the.  legatee  as  part  of  his       1840. 
specific  l^nunr.  ^^r^^m^ 


DowsoN. 


The  second  question  was  as  follows :  —  There  was 
standing  in  the  bank  books,  .m  the  name  of  the  testator 
at  the  time  of  his  decease,  a  sum  of  10,600/.  195*  3^ 
consok ;  and  the  question  was,  whether  the  sum  passed 
as  a  specific  legacy  under  the  bequest  contained  in  the 
testator's  will,  of  ^\a31  the  dividends,  interest,  and  pro- 
ceeds which  should  accrue  due  and  become  payable 
after  his  (the  testator's)  decease,  for  and  in  respect  of 
all  such  stock  and  property  that  he  should  have  or  be 
entitled  to  at  the  time  of  his  decease,  in  the  government 
or  public  funds  or  securities/' 

The  Master  considered  it  a  specific  legacy,  and  ex- 
ceptions were  taken  to  his  report. 

Mr.  Kindersley  and  Mr.  ZetMS,  in  support  of  the  ex- 
ceptions, argued  that  thb  was  a  general  and  not  a  specific 
legacy ;  fbr  it  was  not  a  gift  of  any  particular  stock 
which  the  testator  had  at  the  time  of  making  hb  will, 
but  of  the  stock  which  he  might  happen  to  have  at  his 
death.  That  it,  therefore,  wanted  the  quality  necessary 
for  constituting  a  specific  legacy,  viz.  a  capability  of 
being  adeemed.  They  insisted  that  the  case  of  Parrott 
V.  Worsfold{a)  was  precisely  in  point:  there  a  testator 
reciting  that  he  had  1500/.  5  per  cents.,  gave  it  to  ^., 
and  then  gave  to  B.  all  other  his  stocks  that  he  might 
be  possessed  of  at  his  death.  The  latter  bequest  was 
held  not  specific :  and  Sir  Thomas  Phmer^  in  giving 
judgment,  said,  **  The  deficiency  of  the  residuary  estate 
to  satisfy  the  debts,  which  gives  rise  to  the  question 
whether  the  gift  of  the  residue  of  the  stock  is  specific 

or 
*  (a)  1  J.*  FT.  594. 
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1 840.       or  not.    Now  the  words  are  in  their  nature  general,  com- 

^^'^^^^^^^     prehendinir  not  only  the  stock  that  he  had  at  the  time 
Stephenson    *  o  t^ 

V.  of  making  his  will,  but  all  that  he  might  subsequendy 

DowsoN.  acquire ;  if  he  had  sold  out  and  bought  more,  that 
would  have  been  included.  But  has  it  ever  been  de- 
cided that  such  words  would  constitute  a  specific  legacy? 
The  ordinary  criterion  of  a  specific  bequest  is,  that  it  is 
liable  to  ademption ;  that  if  the  thing  bequeathed  is  once 
gone,  it  is  lost  to  the  legatee.  That  criterion  fails  here; 
for  it  would  equally  pass  stock  acquired  afterwards.  Can 
it  be  said  that  a  will  made  now,  can  contain  a  specific 
bequest  of  what  may  be  bought  hereafter;  of  what 
does  not  now  exist?  In  a  certain  sense,  it  may  be  said 
that  legacies  of  this  kind  are  specific ;  as,  a  legacy  of  alt 
the  testator's  catde,  or  all  his  personal  property  at  his^ 
death  ;  but  it  is  not  specific  unless  you  can  fix  on  the 
individual  thing  given.  But  here  it  is  general;  the 
testator  did  not  mean  it  to  be  confined  to  the  stock  he 
had  at  the  time ;  he  meant  this  daughter  to  be  more 
largely  provided  for." 

TAr.Pemberton  and  TAv.  Purvis^  con^rc^  contended  that 
this  legacy  was  a  specific  legacy.  That  the  possibility 
of  ademption  was  not  an  accurate  test  of  a  legacy  being 
specific;  for  in  many  instances  bequests  of  property 
which  the  testator  might  possess  at  his  death  had  been 
held  specific ;  thus,  a  bequest  of  all  the  testator's  fur- 
niture, plate,  or  property  at  a  particular  house  or  place 
at  the  testator's  death,  had  repeatedly  been  held  specific ; 
so  a  gift  of  all  the  horses  which  a  testator  might  have 
in  his  stable  at  his  death.  Fontaine  v.  Tyler  {a)»  That 
the  quality  necessary  to  constitute  a  specific  legacy  was, 
that  it  should  be  separated  from  the  testator's  other  pro- 
perty; and  that  the  instance  of  the  ship,  which  had 

been 
(a)  a  PrkCy  98. 
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been  discussed  in  this  very  case  upon  the  former  ez«  1840. 

ceptionSf  was  decisive  of  this  question.     On  this  point  J!^^^"^ 

Sibley  v.  Perry  (a),  Simmons  v.  VaUance{b\  Bronsdon  v.  «. 

mnter  (c),  and  WiUiams  on  Exeadors^  744.,  were  cited.  ^^''^^- 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

This  bequest  has  been  found  by  the  Master  to  be  a 
specific  bequest,  and  his  finding  is  objected  to  because 
the  testator  refers  to  such  stock  as  he  might  have 
at  his  death,  and  not  to  that  which  he  had  at  the 
date  of  his  will.  It  was  said,  in  argument,  that  there 
could  not  be  a  specific  legacy  of  any  thing  which  the 
testator  had  not  at  the  date  of  his  will.  I  am  of  opi- 
nion that  the  proposition  cannot  be  maintained :  for  a 
specific  legacy  is  something  distinguished  from  the  rest 
of  the  testator's  estate ;  and  it  is  sufiicient  if  it  can  be 
specified  and  distinguished  from  the  rest  of  the  tes- 
tator's estate  at  the  time  of  his  decease.  The  question 
whether  a  legacy  is  specific  implies  the  question  of 
ademption,  or,  at  least,  very  much  so ;  but  I  think  it 
has  never  been  laid  down,  that  there  can  be  no  such 
thing  as  a  specific  legacy,  in  a  case  in  which  the  testator 
himself  sufiBciently  specifies  and  distinguishes  it  from  the 
rest  of  his  property  at  the  time  of  his  own  death.  There 
are  certainly  continued  instances  of  specific  things  of 
that  nature  being  given ;  and  in  which,  I  believe,  no 
doubt  has  ever  existed  of  their  being  specific,  as  the 
case  put  by  Chief  Baron  Richards  {d)  of  a  bequest  of  the 
horses  which  the  testator  had  in  his  stable  at  the  time 
of  his  death :  the  common  case  of  a  bequest  of  all  the 
plate  which  should  be  at  a  certain  house  at  the  time  of 
the  testator's  death ;  or  a  library  or  collection  of  books 

which 

(a)  7  Vet.  5SS.  {d)  Foniame  v.  Tyrr,  9  Prtor, 

(&)  4Pro.  C.C.545.  9S. 

(<r)  AmbUr^  67. 


S50 


CASES  IN  CHANCERT. 


1840. 


which  the  testator  should  have  in  a  particular  room;  or 
of  all  die  testators  wearing  apparel  apd  things  of  that 
sort  (a)  These  cases  seem  direcdy  in  point.  The 
particular  quality  which  constitutes  their  specific 
nature,  being  this,  that  they  are  things  which  the  tes- 
tator has  clearly  distinguished  and  separated  firom  the 
rest  of  his  estate  at  the  time  of  his  death.  I  am  there- 
fore of  opinion  that  this  is  a  specific  legacy. 


(a)  See  the  cases  I  Roper  am  Legaeiet^  81^  816. 


^00.18. 


BECKE  V.  WHITWORTH. 


0^ 

M 


Under  the 
18th  Order 
1888),  the 
Af  aster  has 
authority  to 
enlarge  the 
dme  for 
makiDg  his  re- 
port more 
than  once; 
and  a  second 
enlai]gement, 
made  after 
the  expiration 
of  the  fort- 
night, but  b^ 
fore  ihe  ex- 
piradonofthe 
dme  limited 
by  the  first 
certificate,  is 
r^lar. 


I^N  the  7th  day  otjuhf  1840,  the  Defendant's  answer 
^^  was  referred  for  impertinence  upon  exceptions 
taken  thereto  by  the  Plaintifi; 

By  the  12di  General  Order(1828)  (a),  where  any  order 
is  made  referring  any  pleading  for  impertinence  &c^ 
it  is  to  be  considered  as  abandoned,  unless  the  Master's 
report  be  procured  within  a  fortnight,  **  or  unless  the 
Master  shall  within  the  fortnight  certify  that  a  further 
time,  to  be  stated  in  his  certificate,  is  necessary  in  order 
to  enable  him  to  make  a  satisfiictory  report** 

The  fortnight,  in  thb  case,  would  have  expired  on  the 
21st  of  Julj/f  but  previous  thereto,  on  the  20th  of  Jufyf 
the  Master  certified  that  a  week's  further  time  was 
necessary  to  enable  him  to  make  a  sadsCactory  report. 

On 

(a)  (MLCmt. S.,  ft  s Hm.  ap(K7, 
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On  the  27th  of  Jufy  18iO,  the  Master  again  eerti6ed        1840. 
that  a  fortnight's  further  tune  wa^  necessary  to  enable 
hhn  to  make  a  satisfaetory  report 

On  the  8th  of  August  the  Master  was  attended  by 
coiinseL  for  the  parties,  when  it  was  objected  he  had  no 
jurisdiction  to  enlarge  the  time  twice,  ^e,  however, 
overruled  the  objection,  and  certified  that  the  answer 
was  impertinent. 

It  was  now  moved  on  behalf  of  the  Defendant,  that 
the  certificate  of  the  8th  of  August^  and  if  necessary  the 
certificate  of  the  27th  of  Jub/j  might  be  discharged  and 
taken  off  the  file. 

Mr.  L^us  Wigram^  in  support  of  the  motion. 

By  the  12th  Order,  the  Master  has  jurisdiction  to 
enlarge  the  time  for  making  his  report  but  once,  and  by 
the  12th  Order  the  exceptions  are  to  be  considered 
as  abandoned  if  the  report  be  not  obtained  within  the 
fiirther  time  stated.  Having  once  enlarged  the  time, 
the  Master  had  no  fiirther  power  to  enlarge  it,  for  it 
had  been  now  decided  that  the  Master  has  no  juris- 
diction to  dispense  with  or  relax  the  general  orders 
of  the  Court;  Smith  v.  Webster  (a)^  Uoyi  v.  Wait(h). 
At  any  rate,  by  the  express  terms  of  the  order,  the 
Master  has  only  the  power  of  certifying  **  within  the 
fortnight"  If  any  other  construction  were  put  upon 
the  12th  Order,  the  Master  might  indefinitely  postpone 
deciding  the  question,  and  the  inconvenience  which  this 
general  order  was  intended  to  remedy  would  be  con- 
tinued. 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Sttnttm^  contra^  contended, 
first,  that  it  was  too  late  to  object  to  the  certificate  of 

the 
(a)  5  Myl.  ^  Cr. S44.  {h)  AM^i  Cr.  957. 
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1840*  the  27th  otJufyf  after  the  Master  had  made  his  report, 

^^^"^^""^^  add  had  certified  that  the  answer  was  impertinent ;  and 

V.  that  the  Defendant  had  by  his  oonduct  therefore  waived 

WaiTwoBTH.  the  objection. 

Secondly,  that  the  Master  had  not  exceeded  hb 
power  by  making  a  second  certificate  to  extend  the 
time ;  this  was  the  opinion  of  the  Court  in  the  case  of 
Davis  v.  FrankUn.  (a)  They  also  cited  Burrell  v.  jVi- 
cholson  {b)y  and  Milhanke  v.  Stevens,  (c) 

Mr.  Lq/ius  Wigram^  in  reply. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  said,  that  the  objection 
as  to  jurisdiction  having  been  raised  before  the  Master, 
and  having  been  overruled  by  him,  the  Defendant  could 
not  now  be  considered  as  having  waived  it,  and  it  was 
therefore  competent  for  him  now  to  raise  it;  but  upon 
the  construction  of  the  12th  Order  his  lordship  con- 
sidered that  the  Master  had  authority  to  make  the 
second  order:  he  therefore  refused  the  motion  with 
costs* 

(a)  2  Beaoan,  369.  ]  (c)  8  Sim.  160, 

(6)  6  5im.219.. 
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PELLOWES  V.  DEERE,  JVbr.  20. 

Dec.  23. 

IBERTY  being  given  to  the  Plaintiffs  to  amend  Liberty  being 
their  bill  with  costs,  an  amendment  was  made,  f!^end,^the 

whereby  the  names  of  thirty  co-Plaintifi&  were  struck  *>>**  ^a* , . 

,  aiDendeci  by 

out»  and  the  remaining  Plaintiff  was  made  to  sue  on  striking  out 

behalf  of  himself  and  all  other  the  parties  to  a  certain  ^^^^fj."  ^^ 

agreement,  mentioned  in  the  pleadings,  except  the  De-  PlaintiflTi,  and 

fendant.  TllT^. 

of  the  others. 

Mx.Graoe  now  moved  that  the  amended  bill  might  guUr:  but  the 
be  taken  off  the  file  with  costs  of  suit,  on  the  ground  Court  allowed 

that  the  amendment  was  unwarranted  by  the  order.  ment  to  stand, 

security  being 
m«>     *vr  .   *  given  ioT 

Mr.  Wray^  contra.  costs. 

PiaintifTs 
,^    m,  ^  ,    -^  ordered  to 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls.  give  security 

for  the  costs, 
It  is  clear  what  ought  to  be  done  in  this  motion ;  the  allowed  to  de- 

Plalntiffs  obtained  liberty  to  amend  their  bill,  and  in  f||^*ead  oT^ 

doing  so  they  have  struck  out  some  of  their  own  names ;  gi^i";  such 

by  which  means  the  persons,  who,  before  the  amendment,  a  reference 

were  liable  to  the  payment  of  the  costs  of  the  suit,  have  ^^^  ^^  ^®*" 

^  ^  ^  ^  ter  to  approve 

rendered  themselves  free.  This  proceeding  was  clearly  of  a  proper 
irregular,  but  if  leave  bad  been  asked  to  amend  in  this  *"°^* 
form,  it  would  have  been  granted  upon  terms.  As 
the  irregularity  complained  of  is  such  as  may  be  re- 
paired, I  think  that  no  other  order  should  be  made, 
except  that  security  should  be  given  for  the  costs  of 
the  suit.  There  seems  no  other  way  of  setting  the 
matter  right 

Mr.  Wrcy  moved  for  liberty  to  pay  120/.  into  Court,       Dec.  its. 
instead  of  giving  security  for  costs,  in  order  to  save  the 

expense 
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1840.       expense  of  giving  a  bond    He  stated  that  the  usual 
ji^^J^^^'  amount  for  which  security  for  costs  was  given  being 
lOOLj  the  sum  proposed  (ISOL)  would  cover  the  expense 
of  making  the  deposit,  and  of  taking  the  money  out  of 
Court  again. 

Mr.  GrouCf  cotUrd.  This  is  not  the  case  of  security 
being  given  for  costs  by  a  party  out  of  the  jurisdiction, 
which,  by  the  General  Orders,  is  limited[to  100/.,  but  of 
a  security  for  all  the  costs  already  incurred  in  the  suit; 
it  does  not,  therefore,  ^pear  that  the  1802.  would  be 
sufficient     He  cited  Wilis  v.  CampbdL  (a) 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

•  The  only  question  is  as  to  the  amount  to  be  paid 
into  Court,  for  it  can  never  be  contended  that  security 
for  costs  is  better  than  the  money  itself.  If  the  parties 
cannot  agree  on  the  amount,  it  must  be  referred  to  the 
Master  to  approve  of  a  proper  sum  to  be  paid  into 
Court  as  a  security  for  the  costs ;  that  sum  must  be 
paid  into  Court,  and  carried  to  the  credit  of  the  cause 
to  an  account  of  costs. 

{a)  IS  Ve9. 49S. 
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1840. 

HENLEY  V.  STONE.  /,er-4. 

npHE    bill    stated    that    Thomas    Orayling^    being  AbiUforre- 

-■-    possessed  of  an  estate  which  was  subject  to  a  no"Se  gui^"" 

mortgage  for  the  suni  of  800/.,  devised  it  to  Ifye  and  tained  bj  a 

Marchant  upon  trust,  to  permit  Mary  Middleditch  to  S^^tial^to- 

enjoy  it  for  life,  with  remainder  to  the  use  of  the  Plain-  rest  in  the 
^•iP-    r  equity  of  re- 

tltt  in  fee.  dempdon,  in 

die  absence  of 

the  other  par* 

That  Sione  under  a  power  of  attorney  fraudulently  ties  interested 

obtained,  ooUusively  sold  and  conveyed  the  property  to  '°Jh,enon 

Mrs.  Thurley.    That  Mrs.  Tlturley  paid  off  the  mort-  partiall;r  into- 

gage  of  800/.,  and  had  it  assigned  to  a  trustee  for  her.  estate,  may 

The  bill  prayed  that  the  power  of  attorney,  and  the  maintain  a  suit 

conveyance  by  &one  might  be  declared  fraudulent,  and  conveyance 

that  on  payment  of  the  200/.  and  interest,  the  property  J^J"^Jj^ 

might  be  reconveyed  to  the  Plaintiff.  lendy  ob- 

tained from 
him,  without 
Marchantf  the  surviving  trustee^  was  not  made  a  making  the 
.     .    ^1.    ,.„  other  persons 

party  to  this  bill.  interefied  in 

the  estate 
parties. 
The  Defendant  put  in  a  plea  to  the  whole  bill,  setting     a  person 

forth  the  will  of  the  testator,  whereby  it  appeared,  that  J^f  ?*^^i„ 

the  first  trust  of  the  real  estate  was  to  raise  a  sum  of  a  real  estate 

150/.,  and  pay  it  to  the  executors  or  administrators  of  "^^^^ 

John  GrcffUng  Bichardson.    It  averred,  that  this  sum  mortgage, 

had  not  been  raised  or  satisfied,  and  pleaded  that  the  ni^pLdal 

Plaintiff  had  not  made  Marchant^  in  whom  the  legal  mterot  had 

■*      been  fraudu- 
estate  subject  to  the  mortgage  was  vested,  or  any  per-  lendy  ao- 

snnal  ^red  from 
^°"  fiimbydie 
Defendant, 
who  had  also  got  from  the  mortsasee  an  assignment  of  the  mortgaged  interest^ 
filed  a  bill  for  relief  in  respect  of  die  fraud,  and  for  a  redempdom   Held,  that  all 
thepenons  intorefted  ia  the  equity  of  redemption  were  necessary  parties  to  the  suit. 
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1840.       sonal  representatives  of  J*  G.  JRichardson  parties  to  the 
bUl. 


Mr.  Pembertan  and  Mr.  James  Bussdl  in  support  of 
the  plea. 

Mr.  KindersUy  and  Mr.  Mylne^  contri. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  plea  in  substance  is  this,  that  the  trustees  of  a 
charge  on  the  estate  anterior  to  the  interest  claimed  by 
,  the  Plaintiff,  and  the  persons  beneficially  entitled  to 
that  charge  are  not  parties  to  this  bill.  If  this  had  been 
a  bill  merely  for  relief  in  respect  of  the  particular  fraud 
im{juted  to  the  defendant,  I  conceive  it  clear,  that  the 
other  persons  would  not  be  necessary  parties;  but  the 
bill  is  not  so  confined;  the  property  was  vested  in  a 
mortgagee,  who  was  prevailed  on  *  to  assign  it  to  a 
trustee  for  the  benefit  of  Mrs.  Thurley;  and  the  Plaintifl^ 
not  content  with  asking  relief  with  respect  of  the  in- 
terest which  she  says  was  fraudulently  dealt  with  by  the 
Defendant,  asks  also  an  assignment  of  the  mortgaged 
interest  from  Mrs.  Tkurley;  so  that  this  bill,  besides 
being  for  relief  in  respect  of  a  fraud,  is  also  a  bill  for 
obtaining  an  assignment  of  the  mortgaged  premises,  on 
payment  of  the  money  due,  and  which  I  cannot  distin- 
guish from  a  bill  for  the  redemption  of  the  mortgage.  If 
this  be  a  bill  for  redemption,  we  are  to  consider  whether 
the  other  persons  are  necessary  parties,  and  whether  this 
suit  can  go  on  in  their  absence  ?  It  is  said,  that  no  harm 
can  result  from  one  of  several  persons  interested  in  the 
equity  of  redemption,  being  allowed  to  redeem  in  the  ab- 
sence of  the  others.  I  cannot  say  I  am  satisfied  of  that,  but 
I  am  warranted  in  saying,  that  a  compulsory  bill  for  re- 
demption cannot  be  maintained  in  this  Court  by  a  party 

having 
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having  a  partial  interest  in  the  equity  of  redemption,  in  1840. 
the  absence  of  the  other  parties  interested  therein ;  and 
no  authority  for  such  a  proceeding  has  been  produced. 
It  is  contendedi'  that  the  alleged  fraud  makes  this  case 
an  exception  to  the  rule,  but  in  the  argument  of  pleas 
and  demurrers,  allegations  of  fraud  are  only  assumed 
ibr  the  purpose  of  arguing  the  question  raised  by  the 
plea  or  demurrer;  it  can  never  be  assumed,  that  the 
party  has  in  fact  been  guilty  of  a  fraud  which  is  merely 
charged,  for  when  it  comes  to  the  proof  it  may  ultimately 
turn  out  to  be  without  any  foundation ;  I  cannot  there- 
fore say  that  the  particular  charges  of  fraud,  contained  in 
this  bill,  are  to  be  brought  into  consideration  in  determin- 
ing the  question,  whether,  in  point  of  law,  this  plea  can  be 
sustained.  Considering  this  to  be  a  bill  partly  for  redemp- 
tion, the  plea  must  be  allowed,  with  liberty  to  ameud. 


ORDr.  WHITE.  D^.16.17. 

npHlS  cause  came  before  the  Court  on  a  modon  to  The  asugnee 

•■-   dissolve  the  common  injunction,  obtained  for  want  ^l^^^^/^ 

of  answer,   the  Plaintiff  having  undertaken  to  shew  sienmentof 

^1  -^  wnich  is  avail- 

cause  on  the  merits.  able  only  in 

equity,  takes 
So  far  as  appeared  from  the  admitted  statements,  the  the  equities 

facts  of  the  case  were  as  follows:-— On  the  19th  of  ^^Wchsubdst 

against  the 
August  1825,  the  Plaintiff  executed  a  bond  to  Mr.  Al-  assknor. 

tenborough  for  securing  the  repayment  of  a  sum  of  cause  aMinst^ 
80002.,  and  contemporaneously  he  executed  a  deed  for  dissolving  the 

keeping  up  a  policy  of  assurance  on  his  life.  junction/i^^ 

3y  davits  are  ad- 
missible to 
prove  facts  alleged  by  the  billy  but  which  are  neither  admitted  nor  denied  by  the 
answer.    Sembk. 

VOL.IIL  Bb 


S58 


1840. 


Ord 

V. 

Whitb. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

By  a  deed  of  the  19th  of  Ncvember  18S0,  made  be- 
tween the  execators  of  Jitenborough  of  the  first  part ; 
the  PlaintifiF  of  the  second  part ;  and  Mr.  Shuttkwrtkj 
the  solicitor  of  the  Plaintiff  of  the  third  part;  after  re-' 
citing  that  the  sum  of  3000/.  was  still  due,  and  that  the 
Plaintiff  had  applied  to  and  requested  Skuttleuorth  to 
pay  off  the  same,  the  executors  of  AUenboroughy  in  con- 
sideration of  SOOO/.  expressed  to  be  paid  to  them  by 
Shuttlenoorlhj  assigned  to  him  the  bond  and  policy,  and 
the  Plaintiff  thereby  covenanted  with  SkuMeworih  to 
pay  the  SOOO/.,  and  interest  and  the  premiums. 

The  execution  of  this  deed  was  attested  by  two  wit- 
nesses, described  as  clerks  o(  Mr.  Shdileaooiih. 

On  the  1st  of  June  1835,  Skuttleworih  assigned  tfiis 
bond  and  policy  to  DcewsoUj  as  a  collateral  security  for 
a  sun:^  of  3000^,  which  he  also  secured  by  a  mortgage 
of  his  real  property,  and  by  a  policy  for  1000/.;  the 
bond,  policy,  and  deed  were  thereupon  delivered  over 
to  Dawsoiu 


In  February  1840,  Dawson's  solicitor  gave  notice,  by 
letter,  to  the  Plaintiff  of  this  assignment,  in  answer  to 
which  the  Plaintiff's  solicitor  wrote  to  say  that  the  bond 
had  been  piud  off  many  years  ago. 

In  August  1839  Shuitkworth  had  mortgaged  some  other 
property  not  comprised  in  the  deed  of  1835  to  the  De- 
fendants Messrs.  White  and  BorretU  to  secure  the  repay- 
ment of  2500/. ;  and  in  September^  ^luttleworih  mortgaged 
the  whole  of  his  real  property  to  the  Defendants  Messrs. 
White  and  Borrett^  for  securing  moneys  not  exceeding 
2000/,  These  securities  being  inadequate,  Shuttkworth 
assigned  to  the  Defendants  Messrs.  White  and  Barrett 
the  policy  for  1000/.)  previously  assigned  to  Damon^  as 

*    a  further 
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a  further  security  for  the  suins  of  2500/*  and  26OOL9       1840. 
which  were  due  to  them. 

Messrs.  White  and  Binrett^  having  notice  from  Dawson 
that  the  Plaintiff  alleged  that  the  bond  had  been  paid, 
negociated  with  Dawson  &r  a  transfer  of  his  securities ; 
and  on  the  23d  of  Mcty  1840,  in  consideration  of 
2800/.,  Dawson  assigned  to  Messrs.  White  and  Borreit 
the  bond  and  policy  for  5000/.,  and  the  mortgage 
securities. 

In  June  1840  Messrs.  White  and  Barrett  sold  the 
property  comprised  in  the  deed  of  June  1835,  for 
2027/.,  which,  after  payment  of  the  expenses  amounting 
to  about  50/.,  they  retained  in  discharge  of  their  debt. 

The  Defendants,  Messrs.  White  and  Barrett  also  re- 
ceived a  sum  of  1000^  in  respect  of  the  policy  assigned 
to  them.  They  afterwards  commenced  an  action  at  law 
against  the  Plaintiff  upon  the  bond,  in  the  name  of  At* 
tenborough^  to  recover  the  amount,  and  in  which  they 
recovered  judgment  pending  this  suit. 

The  Plaintiff  Ord  filed  this  bill,  aUe^ng  that  between 
the  month  of  JUoy  1828  and  July  1829,  he  had  fur-^ 
nished  Shuttleworth  and  his  partners,  who  were  his 
solicitors,  with  moneys  amounting  to  8188/.,  for  the 
purpose  of  being  applied  in  payment  of  the  amount 
due  on  the  bond  to  Attenborough,  That  it  was  paid, 
and  that  the  bond  ought  to  have  been,  and  that  Shut- 
tleworth had  informed  him  that  it  had  been,  cancelled. 
That  he  had  no  recollection  of  having  executed  the 
deed  of  November  1830,  which,  he  alleged,  must  have 
been  executed  four  or  five  years  after  the  date,  as  the 
witnesses  who  represented  themselves  to  be  the  clerks 
Bb  2  \ot 
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184a  ^    pt  Shuttleworth  were  not  in  his  serrice  until  many  years 
after  the  date  of  that  deed. 

The  Plaintiff  prayed  a  declaration  that  the  assign- 
ment o(  August  18S9,  of  Skuttltwortk  to  Dawson  might 
be  declared  fraudulent  and  void;  that  it  might,  together 
with  the  bond  and  policy,  be  delivered  up,  and  for  an 
injunction  to  restrain  the  action  at  law* 

The  Plaintiff  obtained  the  common  injunction  for 
want  of  answer.  The  Defendants,  Messrs.  White  and 
Barrettj  put  in  their  answer,  whereupon  they  moved  to 
dissolve  the  injunction,  and  against  which  the  Plaintiff 
now  shewed  cause. 

The  Defendants,  by  their  answer,  disavowed  any 
knowledge  of  any  fraud,  and  stated  that  they  did  not 
know  whether  the  Plaintiff  had  employed  SkuMewortk 
and  Co.  as  his  solicitors,  or  whether  he  had  made  the 
payments  stated  in  the  bill ;  but  they  said  that  the  deed 
of  November  18S0,  appeared  to  be  executed  by  the 
Plaintiff,  and  that  there  was  nothing  in  it  to  excite 
suspicion :  and  that  a  receipt  for  8000/1,  as  paid  to  Ai- 
tenborough  by  Skuttleaoorth  appeared  indorsed  thereon ; 
they  alleged,  that  the  Plaintiff,  being  a  party  to  and  exe- 
cuting the  deed  oi  November  1880,  enabled  Shuttlemorth 
to  deal  with  it  as  a  genuine  and  £on^  ^^  deed  and 
assignment  of  the  bond  and  policy;  but  they  said  they 
did  not  know,  &c.,  and  they  neither  admitted  nor  denied 
the  allegation  as  to  the  attesting  witnesses  to  the  deed 
oS  November  1880;  they,  however,  admitted  that  before 
completing  their  arrangements  with  Dawson^  they  had 
notice  that  the  Plaintiff  disputed  his  liability  on  the 
bond ;  but  they  alleged  that  Dawson  had  no  notice  at 
the  time  of  advancing  the  8000/.,  and  that,  therefore^ 
they  were  entitled  to  protect  themselves  by  Dawson's 

want 
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want  of  notice.     There  were  other  facts  of  which  they       ]840. 
were  ignorant,  and  which  thej  neither  admitted  nor 
denied. 


Affidavits  were  made  on  behalf  of  the  Plaintiff  by  the 
two  attesting  witnesses  of  the  deed  of  Naoember  1830, 
(being  the  assignment  from  Attetiborough  to  Shuttle^ 
IDortki  in  which  they  were  represented  as  being  th^ 
clerks  of  ShvUleaoorthj)  to  shew  that  they  entered  the 
service  of  Shuttleaorthj  the  one  in  jfjnil  1834,  and  the 
other  in  January  1835.  An  aflSdavit  was  also  made 
by  the  Plaintiff,  which  it  was  proposed  to  read  as  to 
facts  and  circumstances  alleged  by  the  bill,  but  of  which 
the  Defendants,  by  their  answer,  professed  themselves 
ignorant,  and  which  they  neither  admitted  nor  denied. 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Bird^  in  support  of  the  in* 
junction. 

To  support  the  injunction,  it  is  not  necessary  that 
the  Court  should  find  a  case  which  would  entitle  the 
Plaintiff  to  relief  at  all  events.  It  is  quite  sufficient,  if 
the  Court  finds  upon  the  pleadings  and  upon  the  evi- 
dence, a  case  which  makes  the  transaction  a  proper 
subject  of  investigation  in  a  court  of  equity,  Glascott  v. 
Lang  {a)  \,  and,  though,  '*  if  there  be  a  legal  debt  and 
only  some  equitable  circumstances  upon  which  the  in- 
junction is  sought,  the  Court  will  not  allow  the  debtor 
to  retain  the  money  in  his  own  hands  ;'*  yet  where  the 
question  is,  whether  there  is  a  debt  at  all,  the  Court 
will  continue  the  injunction  without  obliging  the  Plain- 
tiff  to  bring  the  money  into  Court;  The  Earl  of  Mill' 
town  V.  Stewart,  {b)  An  assignee  of  a  bond,  or  other 
chose  in  action  not   assignable   at    law,  takes  sub« 

ject 

a)  3  Miflne  ^  Cr.  A6S.  {h)  lb.  18. 
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ject  to  all  the  equities  subsisting  between  the  obligor 
and  obligee;  Hamil  v.  Stokes {a)j  Coles  v.  Jones {b)j 
Prtddy  v.  Itose{c).  And  if  the  bond  has  been  paid, 
a  purchaser  even  without  notice  cannot  avail  himself 
of  it ;  7\irion  v.  Benson  {d)^  where  it  was  said,  ^*  Sup- 
posing a  man  should  assign  over  a  satisfied  bond  as 
a  security  for  a  just  debt,  the  assignee  could  not  set 
up  this  bond  in  equi^,  which,  being  satisfied  before, 
could  receive  no  new  force  firom  the  assignment.  That 
it  was  incumbent  on  any  one  who  took  an  assignment 
of  a  bond,  to  be  informed  by  the  obligor  concerning  the 
quantum  due  upon  such  bond,  which,  if  he  neglected  to 
do,  it  was  his  own  (ault,  and  he  should  not  take  ad- 
vantage of  his  own  laches." 


Skuttleworth  was  subject  to  all  the  equities  between 
the  Plaintiff  and  Attenborough,  and  in  addition,  to  those 
to  which,  as  solicitor  to  the  Plaintiff,  he  had  rendered 
himself  liable.  In  the  next  place  Dawson  and  the  De- 
fendants, taking  but  a  chose  in  action,  are  liable  to  all 
the  previous  equities;  the  Defendants  also,  who  had 
notice  of  the  Plaintiff's  disputing  the  debt,  were  bound 
to  make  proper  inquiries  and  obtain  the  concurrence 
of  the  obligor  of  the  bond,  and  they  cannot  shelter 
themselves  either  by  the  want  of  notice  in  Dawson  or  by 
their  own  wilful  ignorance.  The  Defendants  have  re- 
ceived from  the  sale  of  the  estates  and  from  the  policy, 
nearly  sufficient  to  discharge  the  debt 


If  the  affidavits  be  admitted,  the  whole  of  the  allega- 
tions in  the  bill  would  be  proved;  and  by  the  practice  of 
the  Court,  they  are  admissible  to  prove  circumstances 
neither  admitted  nor  denied  by  the  answer.    In  Addis  v. 

Campbell 
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ifi)  2  Fem.  692. 


(c)  9  Met.  86. 
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GxmpSfiS  (a),  a£Bdavits  were  admitted,  to  this  extent,  on 
a  motion  for  the  produetion  of  papers ;  so  in  Farrer  v. 
HuUhinson  {b\  affidavits  were  admitted  to  the  same 
extent  on  a  motion  to  pay  money  into  court.  The  rule 
is,  that  affidavits  cannot  be  used  to  contradict  the  answer ; 
but  allegations,  which  the  answer  neither  admits  nor 
denies,  or  which  are  not  noticed  by  the  answer,  may  be 
proved  by  affidavit,  Morgan  v.  Goode  (c),  Jeffrsrys  v. 
Smith.  (cO 

There  is,  therefore,  enough  of  doubt  and  suspicion 
in  this  case  to  induce  the  Court  to  continue  the  in- 
junction, and  that  without  puttmg  the  Plaintiff  upon 
any  terms. 

Mr.  Kinderdey  and  Mr.  G.  Turner ^  contrd^  contended 
that  even  if  the  bond  had  been  really  paid,  still  the 
Defendants  would  be  entitled  to  recover;  for  the  Plain- 
tiff, by  executing  the  deed  of  November  1830,  had 
thereby  recognized  the  existence  of  the  debt,  and,  by 
concurring  in  its  assignment,  had  precluded  himself  from 
disputing  it,  they  insisted  nevertheless,  that  there  was  no 
evidence  whatever  of  its  having  been  paid,  except  the 
affidavit  of  the  Plaintiff,  which  was  inadmissible  in 
evidence. 

That  this  was  not  the  case  of  assignees  of  a  chose 
in  action,  for  the  obligor  joined  in  the  original  assign* 
ment :  nor  was  the  bond  in  its  nature  available  only  in 
equity,  for  at  law  the  Defendant  had  a  right  to  sue  in 
the  name  of  the  obligee,  and  a  court  of  law  would  set 
jiside  a  release  executed  by  the  obligee  to  defeat  the 
assignee.     Legh  v.  Legh  (e),  Spicer  v.  Todd  {g\  Whiter 

head 
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1840.  head  v.  Hughes  (a),  Emery  ▼•  MuMaw{b).  That  the 
payments,  if  made,  must  have  been  made  to  Shuttlewortk 
generally,  on  account  oF  a  general  balance;  and  that  if 
paid  in  discharge  of  the  bond  it  would  have  been  a  de- 
fence at  law,  instead  of  which  defence  the  Plamtiff  had 
pleaded  rum  eU factum*  Dawion  clearly  had  no  notice^ 
and  an  assignee  with  notice  may  avail  himself  of  the 
want  of  notice  in  his  assignor. 

That  the  affidavits  were  inadmissible  on  the  present 
occasion,  and  were  admissible  only  to  verify  documents. 
Talari  v.  Hewlett  (c) ;  the  rule  was  expressly  laid  down 
by  Lord  Eldm  in  Barrett  v.  TicteU{d),  he  says»  «<  I 
do  not  recollect  that  the  exception  to  the  rule  as  to 
affidavits  has  been  carried  further  than  this;  that  if 
deeds  or  letters  be  stated  in  the  bill,  and  the  Defendant 
says  he  does  not  know  whether  the  statement  is  correct 
or  not,  then  you  may  verify  them  by  affidavit ;  but  as  to 
facts  and  circumstances  which  the  Defendants  do  not 
know  of^  if  you  cannot  have  the  benefit  of  them  from 
the  Defendants's  consciences,  you  cannot  have  the 
benefit  of  them  at  all,  except  so  far  as  you  may  be  able 
to  prove  them  at  the  trial."  At  all  events,  as  the 
Defendants  have  a  legal  right,  the  injunction  ought  only 
to  be  continued  on  the  terms  of  the  Plaintiff  bringing 
the  money  into  Court. 

Mr.  Pemberion  in  reply. 

TTie  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

In  this  case  the  question  is,  whether  an  injunction 
obtained  to  restrain  an  action  at  law,  shall  or  shall  not  be 
continued  on  the  merits  now  disclosed  to  the  Court 

The 
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The  Plaintiff  is  the  obligor  of  a  bond  for  SOOOl*,  exe» 
CQted  on  the  19th  of  Atigust  1825,  to  Mr.  Attenborough 
to  secure  the  sum  of  SOOO/.  The  Defendants  Messrs. 
Whiie  and  Barrett  are  the  persons  who  hold  the  bond  as 
assignees  from  the  executors  of  Dawson^  who  was  the 
assignee  of  the  bond  from  Shuttkwmik,  who  was  the  as-> 
signee  of  the  bond  from  the  executors  o(  Attenborough^  the 
obligee.  The  contest  is  therefore  between  the  obligor^ 
and  the  assignee  several  times  removed,  and  the  Plaintiff 
prays  to  be  relieved  from  the  bond,  on  the  allegation  that 
it  has  been  fully  satisfied  by  him,  and  afterwards  dealt 
with  in  fraud  of  his  rights.  He  alleges  that  the  bond 
being  executed  in  1825,  he  caused  payments  in  satis- 
faction of  the  bond  to  be  made,  from  May  1828  to  Jidy 
1829;  and  that  in  Jidy  1829  the  final  sum  was  paid 
which  ultimately  closed  the  account  of  the  bond.  The 
statement  of  the  Defendants  is,  that  they  know  nothing 
of  these  matters,  but  they  allege  that  they  have  now  in 
their  possession  a  deed  dated  the  19th  of  Naoember 
1880,  purporting  to  have  been  executed  by  the  execu- 
tors of  Aiienborough  the  original  obligee,  by  the  Plain- 
tiff and  by  Shuttltaoorthy  by  which  it  is  recited  that 
the  amount  of  the  bond  was  paid  to  the  executors  of 
Attenborougk  by  ShuttletBorth^  and  contains  a  covenant 
on  the  part  of  the  Plaintiff  to  pay  the  amount  of  the 
bond  to  ShutilevDorth  and  other  covenants;  this  they  say 
is  a  recognition  of  the  money  bebg  due  on  the  bond 
at  the  time  of  the  date  of  the  deed ;  and  they  state  also 
that  there  was  nothing  to  excite  the  least  suspicion 
of  its  validity,  and,  therefore,  they  insist  they  ought 
not  to  be  prevented  prosecuting  their  proceedings  at 
law. 


1 84a 


I  have  always  understood  that  the  assignee  of  a  chose 
in  action^  assigned  by  an  instrument  which,  is  available 
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ooiy  in  eqnity,  most  take  sufaject  to  all  equities  which 
subsist  as  against  the  assignor.  ShutUeworthj  the  first 
assignee,  being  subject  to  the  pievioas  equities,  asngned 
the  bond  to  Dawsonj  who^  being  an  assignee  of  a  chose 
in  action,  took  it  sutyect  to  all  the  equities  existing  as 
against  ShuMemorA.  At  the  same  time,  however,  he 
took  other  securities,  namely,  a  mortgage  of  freeholds 
and  an  assignment  of  a  policy  of  assurance.  All  these 
transactions  took  place  without  any  intervention  or 
knowledge  on  the  part  of  Messrs.  White  and  Barrett; 
but,  in  the  year  18S9,  the  transactions  between  Messrs. 
White  and  Barrett  occurred;  Shuttletoarth,  being  con- 
siderably indebted  to  them,  executed  certain  securities 
dated  in  August^  September^  and  Naoember  18S9^  and 
it  was  about  this  time  that  they  seem  to  have  become 
acquainted  with  the  transaction  between  Shuttieworth 
and  Damson;  for  it  appears  that  Siutf/^toor^- having 
become  bankrupt  in  December  1839,  inquiries  were 
made  by  Capran^  the  solicitor  of  the  representatives  of 
jDomoft,  as  to  the  transactions  between  the  Plaintiff  and 
Shuttieworth^  and  the  result  was,  that  a  statement  was 
made  by  the  solicitor  of  the  plaintiff  that  he  disputed  the 
validly  of  the  bond,  and  the  right  of  any  person  to  claim 
payment,  on  the  ground  that  the  bond  had  long  since 
been  satisfied  by  him. 


This  information  was  communicated  to  Messrs.  White 
and  Barrett^  before  they  had  acquired  any  interest  in  the 
bond.  Their  own  securities  being  defective,  they  were 
anxious  to  improve  them  by  obtaining  a  transfer  of  Dao^ 
soff%  securities ;  which  they  had  a  right  to  do,  so  far 
as  it  was  consistent  with  the  rights  of  the  other  parties. 
They  had  notice  that  the  claim  on  the  bond  was  disputed 
by  the  Plaintiff,  but  they  were  advised  that  they  might 
obtain  a  right  to  stand  in  die  place  oiDaimson^  who  had 

no 
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&6  notice  whatever,  and  so  obtain  the  benefit  of  the  1840. 
security.  They  accordingly  obtain  an  assignment  of 
the  bond,  &c.  for  the  purpose  of  making  good  the 
deficiency  on  their  other  securities;  it  appears  they 
have  realised  large  sums  of  money  fi*om  the  real  pro- 
perty mortgaged  to  Dawson,  and  which  the  PlaintiiBs 
insist  ought  to  be  applied  in  satis&ction  of  their  claim 
as  assignees  of  Dtmson.  The  question  then  is,  whether, 
under  these  circumstances,  the  injunction  ought  to  be 
continued;  I  am  of  opinion  on  these  facts,  that  there 
is  so  much  doubt,  that  it  must  be  continued. 

It  is  not  necessary  to  decide  the  question  as  to  the 
admissibility  of  the  affidavits,  but  the  point  having 
been  argued,  I  think  it  right  to  state  my  present  opinion ; 
which  is,  that  where  facts  of  this  nature,  essential  to  the 
Plaintiff's  case,  are  alleged  in  the  bill,  and  the  Defend- 
ant, by  his  answer,  says  he  knows  nothing  respecting 
them,  and  neither  admits  nor  denies  them,  it  is  com* 
petent  to  the  Plaintiff  to  prove  them  by  affidavit  I 
should  submit  with  the  greatest  respect  to  what  Lord 
IMon  said  in  Batrett  v.  Tickellj  if  I  could  see  that  his 
attention  had  beeil  called  to  the  former  cases  in  which 
he  is  reported  to  have  expressed  a  contrary  opinion. 
It  is  not  however  necessary  to  decide  the  point  in  this 
case,  but  I  state  the  present  inclination  of  my  opinion, 
in  order  that  parties  may  be  aware  of  the  impression 
which  tiiey  will  have  to  remove  from  my  mind  in  cases 
similarly  situated.  If  the  affidavits  were  to  be  received 
in  the  present  case,  there  could  be  no  doubt  of  the  pro- 
priety of  continuing  the  injunction. 

Another  point  discussed  was  as  to  proceedings  of 
courts  of  law  in  such  matters,  but  the  very  circumstance 
that  an  action  can  only  be  brought  in  the  name  of 

Jltenboroughf 
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1840.       Attenboroughj  shews  pliunly  that  the  Defendants  have 
not  got  an  effectual  legal  assignment. 

The  injunction,  therefore,  must  be  continued;  the 
question  remains  whether  I  should  impose  any  terms 
on  the  Plaintiff;  and  considering  the  circumstances  and 
the  amount  of  the  money  already  realised  on  the  col- 
lateral security,  I  think  I  ought  not  to  order  the  money 
to  be  paid  into  Court;  but  if  the  Defendants  have 
been  prevented  entering  up  their  judgment  or  regis- 
tering  it,  they  ought  to  have  the  opportunity  of  doing 
so. 


Nov.  19. 

1841. 
Jan,  16. 


BIEDERMAN  v.  SEYMOUR. 

i      fT^HE  testator  in  this  case,  who  died  prior  to  the 
e       ^    S  &  4  ^.  4.  c.  106.  had  devised  certain  real  estates 


Where  real 
estates  are  c 
vised  CO  the 
heir,  although  ^^  jjjg  hgjf  ^X  law,  subject  to  the  payment  of  an  annuity 

purposes  he      of  50/.  to  the  testator's  sister  during  her  life,  and  after 

takes  by  de-     j^^^  j^^^j^  ^  ^j^^  payment  of  1000/.  to  her  two  children. 

scent ;  yet,  as  . 

between  him     He  also  devised  other  real  estates  to  other  persons. 

visees  of  <Sier  There  being  a  deficiency  of  personal  assets,  the  question 

paru  of  the      yj^A,  whether  the  estates  devised  to  the  heir,  which  in 

tales,  the  es-    law  would  be  considered  as  descended,  should  be  first 

tates  devised     resorted  to,  in  exoneration  of  the  estates  devised  to  the 

to  the  former 

are  not  to  be    other  persons. 

JI^SV  Mr. 

the  debts  in 

priority  to  the  estates  derised  to  the  latter. 

Though  the  creditors  of  a  testator  have  a  right  to  resort  to  the  estate  devised 
to  the  heir,  in  priority  to  the  other  devised  estates,  vet  the  heir  is  entitled  to  contri- 
bution from  the  other  devisees,  to  the  extent  to  wnich  bis  estate  may  be  exhausted 
by  debts. 
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Mr.Pemberton  and  Mr.  Cankrien,  for  the  other  de«        1840. 
visees.    The  devise  to  the  heir  is  absolutely  void.     He    ^!'^^^^'^ 
takes  by  descent  (a),  and  cannot  elect  to  take  by  de-  «. 

vise  (6) ;  the  descended  estates  must,  therefore,  be  ap-  Seymoub. 
plied  in  payment  of  the  debts  before  the  devised  estates. 
Harmood  Ogalnder(c\  v.  Davies  v.  Tqpp.  (d)  The  de- 
scended estates  would  be  first  liable  in  a  court  of  law,  and 
there  is  no  reason  for  altering  the  rule  in  a  court  of  equity. 
They  referred  to  Scoii  v.  ScoiL  (e) 

Mr.  Dixofif  for  the  heir  at  law.  The  heir  takes  by 
descent,  only  for  certain  purposes,  and  not  to  the  extent 
of  charging  him  with  the  testator's  debts  in  exoneration 
of  the  other  devisees.  The  question  is  one  of  intention, 
and  the  testator  has  expressed  his  intention  of  bounty 
in  favour  of  his  heir,  as  much  as  in  favour  of  the  other 
devisees.  The  order  in  which  assets  are  to  be  applied, 
is  a  mere  regulation  of  equity,  and  the  reason  that  de- 
scended estates  are  first  applied,  is  to  give  effect  to  the 
testator's  intention  of  bounty  in  favour  of  his  devisees ; 
but  where  the  rule  would  defeat  the  expressed  inten- 
tion in  favour  of  the  heir,  it  has  no  longer  any  appli- 
cation. He  cited  Nottingham  v.  Jennings  (g),  Chaplin 
v.  ChapUn  {h\  and  Bailey  v.  IJcins.  (i) 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls.  I84,, 


In  this  case  the  question  reserved  was,  whether  the 
real  estate  which  the  testator  devised  to  his  heir  at  law, 

is 

(a)  Dtfer^  184.pl.38. 1.;  Ear-  {e)  I  Eden^  458.;  and  Ambler^ 

grave  Co.  Lit,  It.  5.  note.  S8S.;  and  to  Setan  on  Decrees, 

(d)  Preston  v.  Holmes^  Siytes,  98.;  and  Bsm  on  Assets,  574. 

148.  (g)*  1  P.  WWiamSy  S5. 

(c)  8  Fes.  184.  (A)  3  P.  WUUams,  567.  note  A. 

(<Q  I  Bro.C. C.5S4.  (i)  7  Ves.3S3^ 


Jan,  16. 
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1840.       is  to  be  taken  as  real  assets,  for  payment  6E  debts,  in 

^^^^^~^    priority  to  real  estates,  by  the  same  will  devised  to  other 

0.  persons. 

Setmour. 

The  devise  to  the  heir  is  made  subject  to  the  payment 
of  an  annuity  of  BOL  to  the  testator's  sister  during  her 
life,  and  after  her  death  to  the  payment  of  lOOOiL  to  her 
two  children. 

Notwithstanding  the  devise,  and  notwithstandbg  the 
charges,  the  heir  takes  by  descent,  Chaplin  v.  Leraux.  (a) 
For  the  purpose  of  making  him  take  otherwise  than  by 
descent,  the  devise  is  said  to  be  void ;  and  it  is  argued 
for  the  Defendants  that  the  devise  is  void  for  all  pur- 
poses: that  no  intention  can  be  applied  to  it:  that  the 
attempted  devise  must  be  treated  as  a  mere  nuUi^,  and 
the  estate  therein  comprised  be  considered  merely  as 
descended  estates,  and  therefore  as  assets  to  be  ap- 
plied for  the  payment  of  debts,  in  priority  to  estates 
e£fectually  devised. 

But  whatever  may  be  the  origin  of  the  rule,  which 
gives  to  the  heir  by  descent,  that  which  the  testator  has 
intended  to  devise;  whether  the  rule  be  derived  from 
the  supposed  application  of  a  principle  that  a  man  shall 
not  have  by  gift  that  which  is  his  own  without  gift,  as 
some  have  supposed ;  or  whether  the  rule  be  adopted 
for  the  benefit  of  third  persons,  as  of  the  lord  for  the 
preservation  of  tenure,  or  of  creditors  for  the  payment 
of  their  debts ;  or  simply,  as  Mr.  Justice  Bayley  said  in 
Chaplin  v.  Leroux,  because  it  is  convenient  that  the 
property  should  be  assets  in  the  hands  of  the  heir; 
there  seems  to  be  no  reason,  why,  as  against  the  heir, 
the  rule  should  be  extended  further  than  the  principle 

requires. 

It 
{fl)6M»if  S.  14. }  and  see  Fearwf$  PtMmotuWwki^  sss. 
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It  cannot  be  said  of  estates  expressed  to  be  devised 
to  the  heir,  as  of  estates  not  mentioned  in  the  will,  that 
they  are  ^*  quite  out  of  the  scope  of  the  testator's  inten- 
tion, perfectly  beside  and  independent  of  it "  (a) ;  it  is  in- 
deed clear  that  an  estate  which  the  testator  says  he 
devised  to  the  heir,  is  within  the  testator's  intention, 
and  meant  to  be  a  benefit  to  the  heir.  There  is  nothing 
illegal  in  that  intention,  and  if  the  rule  be  founded  on 
the  regard  due  to  third  persons,  as  creditors  or  otl)er- 
wise,  there  seems  no  reason  for  its  application  between 
the  heir  and  other  objects  of  the  testator's  bounty ;  and 
if  the  effect  of  the  devise,  be  to  procure  for  the  heir  a 
contribution  from  the  other  devised  estates  towards  pay- 
ment of  debts,  which  would  otherwise  have  had  to  be 
borne  by  descended  estates  alone,  it  cannot  be  said  that 
the  heir  obtains  by  gift  something  which  was  his  own, 
without  gift. 


1841. 


Courts  of  justice  ought  to  carry  into  effect  the  in- 
tentions of  testators  as  far  as  they  can  consistently  with 
the  rules  of  law ;  and  in  this  case,  although  the  rule  of 
law  makes  the  devised  estates  assets  in  the  hands  of  the 
heir,  and  the  creditors  may,  therefore,  resort  to  this 
estate  in  priority  to  others,  and  without  being  em- 
barrassed with  the  necessity  of  seeking  contribution 
from  other  devisees;  yet,  as  it  appears  by  the  ex- 
pressions which  the  testator  has  used,  to  have  been  his 
intention  that  the  devisee,  who  is  heir,  should  partake 
of  his  bounty  as  well  as  other  devisees,  there  seems  to 
be  no  reason  why,  without  prejudice  to  the  claims  of 
creditors  or  others,  the  heir  should  not  enjoy  the  like 
benefit  which  is  given  to  other  devisees;  or  why  those 
who  claim  under  the  wiU,  and  do  not  appear  to  be  more 

objects 


(a)  2Bro.C*aS69. 
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184K       objects  of  the  testator's  bounty,  should  be  permitted  to 
^^^"^^^^     defeat  the  expressed  intention  in  fiivour  of  the  heir. 

V. 

Seymour.  I  do  not  think  that  the  testator's  intenti(m  can  be 
excluded  from  the  consideration  of  this  question.  The 
intention  is  not  to  prevail  against  the  rule  of  law  for 
the  benefit  of  third  persons.  A  testator  cannot,  as 
against  creditors,  exempt  his  personal  estate  from  pay- 
ment of  his  debts,  or  prevent  his  real  estates  from  being 
assets,  by  devising  them  to  his  heir ;  but  we  may  collect 
from  his  will  an  intention,  that,  as  amongst  those  claim- 
ing under  the  will,  the  personal  estate,  or  any  portion 
of  the  real  estate,  shall  be  exonerated;  and  if  there  be 
an  equal  intention  to  give  to  devisees  named,  and  the 
gift  must  be  encroached  upon  by  the  liability  of  the  sub- 
jects of  them  to  pay  debts,  I  think  the  doctrine  that  the 
heir,  who  is  devbee,  shall  take  by  descent,  does  not  afford 
a  sufficient  reason  for  saying,  that  the  burden  of  the  debts 
should  not  be  borne  rateably  by  the  devisees,  although 
one  of  them  is  heir;  and  I  am  of  opinion  that  although 
the  creditors  have  a  right  to  resort  to  the  estate  devised 
to  the  heir,  in  priority  to  the  other  devised  estates,  yet 
that  the  heir  will  be  entitled  to  contribution  from  the 
other  devisees  to  the  extent  in  which  his  estate  may  be 
exhausted  by  debts. 


NoTB.— Since  the  a  &  4  W.  4.  c.  106.  f.  3.,  the  heir  would  take 
by  descent. 
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WILLSON  V.  LEONARD.  J^ec.  5.  7. 9. 

TIY  indenture  of  lease  dated  the  7th  of  April  1818,  Assignee  of 
Thomas  Parkinson  demised  certain  property  to  citing  the**^ 

George  Mordaunt  from  the  25  th  of  March  1818,  for  the  ^^n^fit  of  an 
<.    .  .  ,  «  assignment, 

term  ot  sixteen  years  wanting  seven  days,  at  a  rent  of  held,in  equity, 

115/.,  and  Mordaunt  thereby,  for  himself,  his  heirs,  liable  to  the 

^  '  '  covenants 

executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  covenanted  with  on  his  part 

Parkinson  to  pay  the  rent  and  certain  taxes,  to  keep  in  th^  ms1|^.''* 
repair  during  the  term,  and  to  deliver  up  possession  at  "^"t,  though 

the  end  thereof.  execute"it'. 

Testator 
_  _     -  .      _  .        .„  ...  1  charged  his 

Mordaunt  retained  possession  till  1821,  m  which  year,  real  estate 

by  an  indenture  dated  the  28th  of  Apnl  1821,  he  as-  heS^thafthe' 

signed  the  property  to  the  Plaintiff  fVittsonf  for  the  real  estate  was 

remainder  of  the  term,  and  the  Plaintiff  thereby  cove-  damagcs%c- 

nanted  for  himself,  &c.,  during  the  continuance  of  the  crued  after  his 

lease,  to  perform  the  covenants  in  the  original  lease,  and  an  eciuitable 

to  indemnify  Mordaunt.  \'«*>»*»5y  '^  in- 

Devisee  not 

On  the  9th  o(  April  1823  the  Plaintiff  entered  into  a  J^oult^^of  5*" 

written  contract  with   Adam   Chadwick^   whereby  the  claim  substan- 

Plaintiff  agreed  to  assign  ta  Chadwick  the  above  lease,  ^^e  executors 

**  subject  to  the  specifications  in  the  said  lease;"  and  in  an  action  at 

law  to  which 
Chadwick  **  agreed  to  take  the  said  house  and  premises  be  was  not  a' 

upon  the  said  terms."  In  pursuance  of  this  agreement  P**'^^^' 
the  Plaintiff  afterwards  executed  an  assignment  of  the 
lease,  subject  to  the  rent  and  covenants,  and  thereby 
Chadwick  purported  to  covenant  wilh  the  Plaintiff  to 
pay  the  rent  and  perform,  the  covenants  of  the  lease, 
and  to  indemnify  the  Plaintiff  therefrom.  This  assign- 
ment was  indorsed  on  the  original  lease,  and  was  exe- 
cuted by  the  Plaintiff  alone,  and  was  delivered  over  to 
Vol.  III.  C  c  Chadwick. 
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l^^O^  J     C&ufofcA:.     CAadwick  took  possession  under  the  con- 
tract, but  he  never  executed  the  assignment 

In  October  1824  Chadmck  assigned  the  leasehold 
property  to  Surtees,  subject  to  the  rent  and  covenants. 
Svrtees  entered  into  possession,  but  n^lected,  during  the 
term,  to  pay  the  rent  and  perform  the  covoiants.  The 
lease  expired  in  1834,  at  which  time  the  rent  was  in 
arrear,  the  premises  were  dilapidated,  and  possession 
was  afterwards  held  over  by  Suriees. 

In  consequence  of  the  default  of  Surteesj  Parkinson 
the  lessor  commenced  several  actions  against  Mordiamt 
his  lessee,  both  before  and  after  the  expiration  of  the 
lease,  and  in  which  he  obtained  judgment  for  damages 
and  costs. 

The  representatives  of  Mordaunt  sued  Willson  at  law 
for  the  recovery  of  the  amount  of  the  damages  and  costs 
incurred  by  Mordaunt  and  his  representatives,  in  the 
several  actions  brought  against  them  by  Parkinson  ;  and 
they  ultimately  obtained  judgment  against  WiUson  for 
830/.  Ss.j  for  which  sum  he  gave  them  a  security  on  his 
property. 

Chadwick  died  in  January  1833,  having,  by  his  will, 
executed  so  as  to  pass  real  estate,  *^  ordered  his  debts, 
funeral  charges,  and  testamentary  expenses  in  all  things 
to  be  paid."  And  he  appointed  Leonard  and  others 
executors,  and  devised  his  real  estate  for  the  benefit  of 
several  persons  who  were  Defendants  to  thb  cause. 
Chadmck^  in  his  lifetime,  and  his  representatives  after  his 
death,  had  notice  given  them  of  the  proceedings  on  the 
several  actions  at  law,  but  failed  to  indemnify  the  Plain- 
tiff Willson  in  respect  of  these  actions.  The  Plaintiff 
brought  an  action  against  the  executors  of  Chadmck  for 

the 
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the  recovery  of  the  damages  and  costs  they  sustained.        1840. 
In  this  action   the  Defendants  pleaded  several  fiike     ^t^'^^^ 
pleas;  but  they  afterwards  withdrew  them  all,  except  v. 

that  of  plene  admimstravit^  and  ultimately  judgment  ^^^^^* 
quandoj  &c.  was  obtained  against  them,  and  damages 
were  assessed  before  the  sheriff  at  12452.,  and  152/.  175. 
costs.  A  considerable  portion  of  the  sum  of  1245/.  was 
composed  of  the  costs  both  of  the  Plaintiflb  and  De- 
fendant in  the  several  preceding  actions.  Though  the 
devisee  was  not  a  party  to  the  action,  his  solicitor 
attended  before  the  sheriff  to  watch  the  proceedings. 

The  Plaintiff  then  filed  this  bill  against  the  executors 
of  Chadwick  and  the  devisees  of  his  real  estates  to  ob- 
tain payment  out  of  his  personal  estate,  and  in  case  of 
a  deficiency,  out  of  his  real  estate,  which  the  testator 
had  by  his  will  charged  with  his  debts. 

Mr.  Pemberton^  Mr,  Girdlestone^  and  Mr.  L.  Wigram^ 
for  the  Plamtiff. 

The  principal  defence  relied  on  by  the  Defendants  is 

this,  that  as  Ckadwickj  the  testator,  did  not  execute  the 

assignment,  he  was  not  liable  on  the  covenants  in  the 

lease,  or  to  indemnify  the  Plaintiff;  but  the  answer 

is  obvious,  he  accepted  an  assignment  of  the  premises^ 

took  possession  under  that  assignment,  and  afterwards 

assigned  over  the  term  itself,  taking  an  indemnity. 

Having  thus  taken  the  benefit  of  the  conveyance  to 

himself,  he  is  subject  to  the  covenants,  although  he  never 

executed  the  deed.    But  even  under  a  mere  contract 

for  the  assignment  of  a  term,  whether  from  the  original 

lessee  or  a  mesne  assignee,  the  purchaser  must  covenant 

for  indemnity  against  payment  of  rent  and  performance 

of  covenants;  Staines  v.  Morris,  (a) 

The 
(a)  1  Vet.  4-  £,  & 

Cc  2 


Leonard. 
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The  amount  of  the  damages  and  costs  recovered 
"Wihww     ®8*^5^  ^^^  PlaintiflF,  and  of  the  costs  of  defending  the 
V.  action,  is  the  proper  measure  of  the  damages  occasioned 

to  the  Plaintiff;  Neale  v.  fVyllie  (a);  and  the  testator 
Chadwick  having  charged  his  real  estate  with  his  debts, 
that  estate  is  liable  for  the  amount  of  the  Plaintiff's  de- 
mand, which  has  been  ascertained  before  a  jury  in  the 
presence  of  the  devisee. 

Sir  a  Wetherell  and  Mr.  Craig^  for  Dr.  Chadwick  the 
devisee  of  the  real  estate. 

Though  the  testator  Chadwick  agreed  to  take,  *^  sub- 
ject to  the  specifications  in  the  said  lease,"  and  was 
liable  during  his  possession ;  yet  he  was  not  liable  to 
the  covenant  to  indemnify  contained  in  an  indenture 
which  he  never  executed.  He  accepted  the  convey- 
ance under  the  contract,  but  refused  to  execute  the  in- 
demnity. By  his  will  the  testator  directed  his  debts  to 
be  paid:  this,  it  must  be  admitted,  in  equity,  would 
amount  to  a  charge  on  his  real  estates  of  his  debts,  ex- 
isting at  his  death ;  but  the  claim  now  made,  did  not 
constitute  a  debt  at  the  death  of  the  testator;  Farley  v. 
BriarU  {b) ;  it  was  a  mere  contingent  equitable  liability  ; 
the  real  estate  is  not  liable,  at  least,  for  the  portion 
accruing  after  the  testator's  death. 

The  claim  against  the  devisee  for  the  costs  both  of 
the  Plaintiffs  and  Defendants  of  the  several  actions  at 
law  cannot  be  sustained ;  because  the  costs  cannot  be  con- 
sidered as  **  specifications  in  the  said  lease,''  and  because 
it  was  the  duty  of  the  several  parties,  if  they  had  no  ' 
defence  to  the  several  actions,  to  have  paid  the  amount; 
they  had  no  right  to  permit  the  actions  to  proceed, 

and 

(a)  a  Bam.  4*  Cr.  535.  {h)  S  Ad.  ^  EL  859. 
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and  then  charge  the  aggregate  of  all  the  costs  against  1940. 
the  real  estate  of  Chadwick*  With  regard  to  the  present 
Plaintiii^  he  ought,  originally,  to  have  filed  his  bill  in 
this  Court,  and  not  to  have  proceeded  at  law,  after  he 
had  been  informed  of  the  state  of  the  assets.  The  judg- 
ment obtained  against  the  executors,  though  binding  as 
against  them,  is  not  conclusive  against  the  devisees,  who 
were  no  parties  to  the  action. 

They  also  argued,  that  the  superior  landlord,  by  re- 
ceiving rent  from  the  last  assignee,  had  accepted  him 
as  his  tenant,  and  that  there  had  been  such  laches  on 
the  part  of  the  Plaintiff  as  to  deprive  him  of  his  remedy ; 
for  if  he  had  brought  his  action  against  the  testator  in 
his  lifetime,  the  latter  would  have  had  an  opportunity  of 
prosecuting  his  remedy  over  against  Surtees^  and  which 
might  then  have  been  made  effectual 

Mr.  Kinderdey  and  Mr.  Keency  for  the  executors. 

Mr.  Pemberton  in  reply. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls.  2)«.  7. 

This,  in  principle  and  in  substance,  appears  to  me 
to  be  by  no  means  a  di£ficult  case.  The  circumstances 
between  these  parties  are  these: — In  the  year  1818, 
Mordaunt  became  the  lessee  of  the  property  in  question 
for  a  term  of  years.  He  assigned  that  term  in  April 
1821  to  WillsoTiy  and  in  April  1823  Willson  agreed  to 
assign  it  to  ChadwicL  All  the  assignments  previously 
made  contained  a  covenant  on  the  |  part  of  the  as- 
signee to  perform  the  covenants  and  indemnify  his 
assignor ;  but  when  it  came  to  the  transaction  between 
Cc  3  JVilkon 
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184a  mikon  the  IHaintifi;  and  Mr.  Chaimck^  there  was,  in 

w^^^*"^  ^^  ^^^  instance,  an  agreement,  by  which  it  was  pro> 

o.  vided  that  CAadwick  should  take  the  lease  subject  to 


Lbonahd. 


the  specifications  contained  in  the  lease ;  and  afterwards 
an  instrument  was  executed  which  purported  to  be 
an  indenture  or  assignment  to  Chadwickj  and  purported 
to  contain  a  covenant  on  the  part  of  Chadanck  to  pre« 
cisely  the  same  effect  as  the  covenants  contained  in  the 
former  assignments.  This  instrument  was  executed  by 
WiUson  alone,  and  not  by  Chadwick.  In  this  state  of 
things,  Chadwickj  having  signed  the  agreement  but  not 
having  executed  the  assignment,  took  possession  of  the 
property,  and  it  cannot  be  doubted  that  he  took  pos- 
session of  this  property  by  means  of  that  assignm^it. 
Whatever  might  be  his  liability  at  law,  he  became,  in 
this  Court  at  least,  bound  to  perform  the  covenants 
in  the  assignment  This  is  not  all :  having  for  some 
time  retained  possession  of  this  property,  his  only  tide 
to  possession  being  under  the  assignment,  he  disposed  of 
it  to  a  person  of  the  name  of  Surtees,  and  he  took  from 
Surtees  a  covenant,  to  indemnify  him  against  the  non- 
performance of  the  covenants.  Having  done  this,  he 
delivered  possession  to  Surtees^  who  for  some  time  after- 
wards paid  the  rent ;  whether  to  the  superior  landlord, 
or  to  whom  he  paid  it,  does  not  distinctly  appear.  It 
has  been  suggested  in  the  ingenious  argument  that  has 
been  used,  that  he  might  have  paid  the  rent  under  such 
circumstances  and  in  such  a  manner  as  would  have  made 
Surtees  alone  responsible ;  but  any  facts  warranting  such 
a  suggestion  have  not  been  stated  to  me  with  any  dis- 
tinctness. 

The  matter  seems  to  have  gone  on  without  difficulty 
between  any  of  the  parties  down  to  the  year  1831 ;  when 
the  rent  being  in  arrear,  claims  were  made  on  behalf 
of  the  lessor  against  the  lessee,  by  the  lessee  against 

his 
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his  assignee,  and  so  on.  They  made  a  regular  succession       1840. 
of  dainis  till  they  came  to  Mr.  Chadwick^  who,  by  his    ^^J^^^^ 
assignment,  had  put  into  possession  the  very  person  who  o. 

had  made  the  default  Mr.  Chadmick  declined  to  give  ^^'^a*^- 
any  sort  of  answer  to  the  application,  and  took  no 
notice  whatever  of  it  Various  attempts  were  made  to 
induce  him  to  come  to  some  arrangement,  by  which  the* 
expense  of  legal  proceedings  might  be  avoided;  but  he 
does  not  seem  to  have  thought  proper  to  assist  in  that 
respect:  he  neither  denied  nor  admitted  his  liability, 
but  left  the  parties  to  take  such  steps  as  they  thought 
fit  The  consequence  was,  that  an  action  was  brought 
by  Parkinson^  the  lessor,  against  Mordauntj  his  lessee, 
which  was  commenced  in  November  1881,  and  upon 
that  a  judgment  was  recovered.  Mr.  Chadwick  died 
in  Jamtaty  18SS,  and  this  matter  not  being  settled,  Mr. 
Mordaunif  being  under  the  liability  to  pay  the  amount 
recovered  against  him,  commenced,  in  November  1888, 
an  action  against  WiUsofh  his  assignee.  Mr.  Mordaunt 
died,  and  another  action  was  brought  by  the  executors 
of  Mordaunt  against  Mr.  Wittson^  in  which  they  re- 
covered; and  a  succession  of  actions,  making  in  all 
seven  actions,  were  brought,  the  last  being  brought 
by  the  present  Plainti£P  against  the  executors  of  Mr. 
Chadmck. 

In  the  course  of  these  proceedings  various  appli- 
cations were  made  to  the  executors  of  Mr.  Chadwick^ 
and  the  only  answer  that  could  be  got  from  them  was, 
that  they  had  nothing  to  do  with  the  matter,  except 
that  upon  one  occasion  they  stated  and  gave  notice 
that  they  had  no  assets.  It  would  appear  from  the 
evidence  produced  by  the  Plaintiff,  that  from  time  to 
time  during  these  proceedings,  the  solicitor  who  acted 
for  the  executors,  communicated  the  claims  which  were 
Cc  4  made 


380 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


1840. 


made  against  them  to  the  devisees,  and  that  the  devisees 
did  not  think  fit  in  any  way  to  interfere.  It  became 
therefore  absolutely  necessary  that  these  claims  should 
be  investigated  in  a  legal  course.  It  was  very  easy  for 
Mr.  Chadwick  to  say,  **  You  ought  to  have  paid  the 
demand  made  against  you  at  once.  You  had  nothing 
to  do  but  put  your  hand  in  your  pocket  and  pay  the 
rent  in  arrear."  True,  they  would  have  had  nothing 
but  that  to  do  at  one  period,  provided  Mr.  Chadadck 
had  said,  '*if  you  do  so  I  will  perform  my  duty  here- 
after;'' but  instead  of  that  Mr.  Chadwick  rendered  them 
no  assistance  whatever,  put  them  at  arms  length,  and 
left  them  liable  to  actions  without  any  protection  at  all. 


The  action  proceeded  against  the  executors,  and  the 
sum  ultimately  recovered  was  1245/.  for  principal  money, 
and  152/.  175.  for  costs;  and  that  sum  was  found  to  be 
due  on  a  writ  of  inquiry,  which,  it  is  said,  was  attended 
by  the  solicitor  of  Dr.  Chadwick  the  devisee^  on  his  be* 
half.  With  respect  to  that  point,  I  cannot  perfectly 
satisfy  myself  without  reading  the  depositions,  which 
I  will  do  before  I  determine  that  part  of  the  case. 
The  question  is,  whether  there  Ls  any  liability  on  the 
real  estate  ?  I  am  clearly  of  opinion,  that  under  the 
circumstances  of  the  case,  there  is;  and  whether  the 
debt  be  legal  or  equitable,  or  whether  it  be  only  a 
contingent  debt  as  to  a  portion  of  it,  and  an  absolute 
debt  as  to  another  portion  of  it,  it  seems  to  me  a  clear 
proposition  that  there  is  a  demand  against  the  assets, 
and  that  the  real  property  of  Mr.  Chadwick^  which  he 
has  by  his  will  constituted  assets  for  the  payment  of 
his  4cbts,  is  liable.  As  to  the  breaches  of  covenant  in 
his  lifetime,  there  was  clearly  a  debt  incurred ;  whether 
a  legal  or  an  equitable  debt,  I  must  say  does  not  appear 
to  me  important.    After  his  death  a  further  liability 

arose 
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arose  under  the  covenants ;  and  it  appears  to  me  im- 
material, whether  such  liability  was  legal  or  equitable, 
for  it  was  a  liability  under  a  covenant,  which,  whether 
legally  violated  or  equitably  violated,  this  Court,  in 
the  administration  of  the  assets,  would  see  satisfied* 
Whether  those  debts  were  absolute  debts  at  the  time  of 
his  death,  or  only  contingent  debts,  it  seems  to  me 
that  the  Court  must  apply  the  assets  in  satisfying 
them. 
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I  am,  therefore,  of  opinion,  that  the  loss  incurred  by 
the  non-performance  of  the  covenants  by  Mr.  Surtees$ 
the  assignee  of  Mr.  Chadwick^  is  a  loss  which,  when  the 
amount  of  it  is  ascertained,  is  a  charge  on  his  real 
assets. 


With  respect  to  the  amount  of  the  debt,  I  have  some 
doubt,  whether  Dr.  CAadwicky  though  he  has  conducted 
himself  in  the  manner  I  have  stated,  ought  to  be  held 
bound,  in  this  Court,  by  the  proceedings  which  have 
taken  place  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  the  amount; 
I  mean  to  reserve  that  question,  and  to  look  carefully 
through  the  evidence  as  to  the  course  he  has  pursued, 
for  the  purpose  of  determining  that  point.  The  eflPect 
of  determining  that  he  is  not  bound  by  the  finding  will 
be^  that  an  enquiry  will  be  necessary,  in  which  the 
amount  will  have  to  be  investigated.  If  it  appears 
that  the  amount  has  been  substantiated  against  the  ex- 
ecutors without  any  fraud  or  collusion,  the  amount  will 
then  be  the  same  as  before,  and  the  expense  of  the  en- 
quiry will  fall  on  Dr.  Chadwici ;  at  the  same  time  it  is 
his  right  to  have  the  thing  strictly  investigated,  and  to 
say  he  is  not  bound  to  submit  to  that  which  is  not  legally 
found  to  be  due  from  him.  If  he  thinks  fit  to  be  at  the 
expense  of  an  enquiry,  he  has  a  right  to  it,  and  it  must 

be 
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1840.  be  directed  if  the  circumstanoeB  of  the  case  rend^  it 
necessary.  He  is  also  entitled  to  have  the  account  of 
the  personal  estate  taken ;  but  after  the  evidence  given, 
it  does  surprise  me  to  be  told  he  now  denies  the  state  of 
the  assets*  No  doubt  he  has  a  right  to  have  the  ac- 
count  investigated ;  and  if  he  can  protect  the  real  estate 
by  a  discovery  of  personal  estate  in  the  hands  of  the 
executors  which  they  have  not  duly  accounted  for,  he 
will  in  such  case  have  the  benefit  of  that  enquiry.  !£, 
on  the  other  hand,  the  account  turns  out  as  the  executors 
state  it  to  be,  Dr.  Chadmek  will  have  to  bear  the  ex- 
pense of  the  enquiry. 


Dec.  9.  The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  have  read  over  these  papers  in  WiUson  v.  Leonard^ 
with  a  view  to  the  only  question  I  had  reserved.  It 
certainly  appears  to  me  that  there  is  abundant  evidence 
of  the  costs  and  expenses  having  been  incurred ;  but 
the  evidence  is  derived  from  the  proceedings  in  certain 
causes  to  which  Dr.  Chadwick,  the  devisee,  was  not  a 
party ;  and  they  consist  in  part  of  bills  of  costs  which 
have  not  been  taxed,  and  with  respect  to  the  rest,  it  seems 
to  be  a  question,  whether  the  evidence  in  the  action  in 
which  the  executors  alone  were  Defendants  can  be  used 
agunst  the  devisee.  I  am  not  aware  of  any  authority 
on  that  point ;  and  if  there  be  none,  then  (notwithstand- 
ing the  satisfactory  evidence  that  these  costs,  chai^ges, 
and  expenses  have  been  incurred)  I  am  not  prepared  to 
say  that  Dr.  Chadwick  is  not  entitled  to  have  an  inquiry 
in  that  respect. 

I  have  also  read  the  statements  as  to  the  assets,  and 
I  do  not  think  he  admits  that  the  personal  assets  have 

been 
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been  exhausted.  The  Plaintiff  must  have  a  declaration 
that  he  is  entitled  to  be  indemnified  his  costs,  damages, 
and  expenses  ont  of  the  estate  of  Chadwickf  the  tes- 
tator ;  and  it  must  be  referred  to  the  Master  to  ascer- 
tain what  costs,  damages,  and  expenses  have  been 
incurred ;  and  Dr.  Ckadmck  not  thinking  fit  now  to 
admit  that  the  personal  assets  are  exhausted,  and  it 
being  alleged  by  the  executors  that  he  has  released  and 
indemnified  them,  I  think  the  first  inquiry  will  be, 
whether  he  has  indemnified  them.  If  he  has  not,  the 
account  of  the  personal  estate  must  be  taken ;  but  if 
he  has,  then  the  Master  must  proceed  to  take  an  ac- 
count of  the  real  estate,  with  consequential  directions 
for  raising  the  amount. 


1840. 


WiLLSON 

Leonard. 


WHITTAKER  and  Another  v.  HOWE. 


1841. 
Jan.  13. 18. 


T 


HE  Plaintiffs  in  this  case  moved  for  an  injunction  An  agreement 
to  restrain  the  Defendant  fi-om  detaining  and  keep-  for  vahiable'^^ 

inir  possession  of  or  destroyin£r  certain  documents :  and  consideration, 

,       •  .     ,  .       ^  .  .  .  ,      nottopractue 

also  to  restrain  mm  from  practising  or  carrying  on  the  as  solicitor  in 

business  of  an  attorney  and  solicitor.      The  circum-  ^^^T^^^: 

stances  which  gave  rise  to  the  suit  and  motion  were  as  for  twenty 

follows:-  S""^^ 

Injunction 

In  the  yeai'  1881,  the  Plaintiff  Mr.  Whittaker^  being  SSn^a  soli^ 

about  to  procure  himself  to  be  admitted  an  attorney  and  ^^^^  ^\' 

solicitor,  and  to  form  a  partnership  with  the  co-plaintiff,  business  on 

Tk|      those  terms, 
from  practis- 
ing in  any  part  of  Great  Britain^  and  from  endeavouring  to  induce  any  persons  who 
were  clients  of  the  former  and  present  firm,  to  cease  to  employ  tne  latter  as 
their  atcomies  or  tolidtors. 
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1841.  Mr.  Taihanif  desired  to  parchase  the  business  which  was 
then  carried  on  by  the  Defendant  Mr.  Hofwe  and  by  his 
then  partner  Mr.  Hep^install;  and  for  these  purposes  an 
agreement,  dated  the  4th  of  August  18S1,  was  made  and 
executed  between  and  by  the  Plainti£fsy  and  Howe  and 
Heptinstall;  whereby  it  was  agreed,  that  WhUiaker^  upon 
his  admission  in  Michaelmas  term  then  next,  should  be- 
come a  partner  with  Howe  and  HeptinstaU  for  two  years, 
and  should  give  50007.  for  the  partnership,  and  as  the 
consideration  for  the  absolute  purchase  of  all  their  in- 
terest in  the  business  during  and  after  the  expiration  of 
the  term  of  two  years.  And  Hatoe  and  HqptinstaU 
agreed  to  put  Whittaker  into  possession  of  all  the  profits 
of  the  business  from  the  time  that  the  5000i!.  should  be 
secured  as  therein  mentioned ;  but  they  were  neverthe- 
less to  continue  in  business  as  the  copartners  of  Whittaker 
for  two  years  from  such  time;  and  were  during  such 
two  years  to  attend  at  the  chambers  wherein  the  busi- 
ness should  be  carried  on;  and  it  was  agreed  that 
H(me  and  HeptinstaU  should  carry  on,  and  in  all  things 
aid  and  assist  Whittaker  in  carrying  on  the  same,  as  they 
had  been  accustomed  to  do  {Whittaker  or  Whittaker 
and  Tatham,  finding  the  necesssary  capital).  And  that 
Howe  and  HeptinstaU  ishould  also  respectively  use 
their  utmost  endeavours  to  retain  their  then  present 
clients,  and  secure  the  possession  of  the  said  business,  as 
the  same  had  been  and  was  carried  on  by  them,  to  Whit- 
iaker^  during  the  term  of  two  years  and  after  the  expir- 
ation thereof;  and  further  that  neither  of  them^  Hmoe 
and  HeptinstaU^  should  afterwards  practise  as  sdUdtors 
or  attomies  in  any  part  of  Great  Britain  for  the  space 
of  twenty  years  without  the  consent  of  Whittaker**  And 
it  was  also  agreed,  that  the  Plaintiff  Tatham  should,  from 
the  admission  of  Whittaker  as  attorney,  become  a  co- 
partner with  Whittaker  for  nine  years,  and  receive  a 
fixed  portion  of  the  profits ;  and  <^  that  all  books  and 

accounts 
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accounts  which  had  been  theretofore  kept  in  respect  of        1841. 
the  said  business,  should  be  kept  at  the  chambers  where 
the  business  should  be  carried  on,  with  liberty  for  any 
of  the  parties  to  the  agreement,  or  their  representatives, 
to  have  access  thereto.** 

Mr.  Whittaker  secured  the  payment  of  the  5000^  as 
required  on  the  7th  otNooember  1881 ;  and  he  became 
admitted  as  an  attorney  and  solicitor.  The  agreement 
was  acted  upon,  and  the  business  carried  on  under  the 
firm  of  Howe,  HeptinstaU^  and  Whittaker. 

The  money  was  actually  paid  in  the  month  of  June 
1832,  and  Mr.  H(me  received  3000/.  as  his  share  of  it 

During  the  progress  of  the  two  years,  at  the  end  of 
which  Messrs.  Honoe  and  HeptinstaU  were  to  retire,  Mr. 
Whittaker  began  to  apprehend  that  even  after  the  expire 
ation  of  two  years  it  might  be  very  important  to  him  to 
have  the  advantage  of  being  assisted  by  the  greater  ex- 
perience and  the  established  character  of  Mr.  Heme ; 
and  in  May  1833,  he  wrote  a  letter  to  Mr.  Hoto^,  there- 
by, very  earnestly,  requesting  him  to  continue  his  assist- 
ance in  the  business  after  the  end  of  the  two  years. 
After  some  treaty,  Mr.  H(yme  agreed  to  do  so,  in  con- 
sideration of  his  receiving  500/.  a  year  as  a  remuner- 
ation, which  was  some  time  afterwards  increased  to  700/. 
a  year. 

Mr.  HeptinstaU  retired  from  the  business  altogether  at 
the  end  of  two  years.  Mr.  H&a>e  continue  to  act  under 
the  new  arrangement,  under  which  a  question  arose, 
whether  he  was  a  partner  with  Wfiittaker  and  Tatham. 
This  question  did  not  appear  to  have  arisen  out  of  any 
dispute  as  to  the  emoluments  of  the  business,  but 
seemed  rather  to  be  one  of  liability  and  feeling,  and 
particularly  whether  the  Defendant  stood,  in  relation  to 

Messrs. 
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1841.       Messrs.  Whittaker  and  T'athamj  in  the  capacity  of  derk 
^^^^^^"^^    ^^  io  some  superior  station. 


V, 

Howe. 


On  the  12th  o{  At^ust  1840,  the  Defendant  srat  to 
the  Plaintiff  Whittaker  a  letter,  stating,  amongst  other 
things,  ^^  that  all  intercourse  in  the  nature  of  partnership 
and  otherwise  must  cease  at  the  expiration  of  the  nine 
years  from  whence  he  entered  partnership  i'^  which  oc* 
curred  on  the  7th  of  November  1840. 

In  August  1840,  the  dispute  as  to  the  partnership  still 
continued.  Mr.  Howe  insisted  upon  its  being  dissolved. 
Mr.  Whittaker  thought  there  was  no  partnership  to  dis- 
solve ;  but  at  last  they  agreed  to  sign  and  publish  a  no- 
tice of  dissolution  of  the  partnership;  and  at  the  same  time 
Mr.  Haaae  signed  an  acknowledgement,  that  Mr.  Whit" 
taker's  signature  of  the  notice  of  dissolution,  should  not 
prejudice  any  question  between  them  as  to  a  partnership 
having  actually  subsisted. 

About  the  same  time,  the  name  of  the  firm  painted  on 
the  door  of  the  chambers  was  altered,  and  the  name  of 
Hawcj  being  separated  from  its  former  connection  with 
the  others,  was  painted  on  the  door  sqjarately  from  them. 

On  the  25th  oi  December  1840,  in  the  absence,  and 
without  the  knowledge  of  Whittaker  and  Tatham^  Mr. 
Haaoe  removed  a  great  many  books,  deeds,  docu- 
ments, and  papers  from  the  chambers  in  LincoMs  Inn^ 
where  the  business  was  carried  on,  to  his  own  chambers, 
amongst  which  were  some  of  those  included  in  the 
articles  of  August  1881,  and  others  belonging  to  the 
clients  of  the  partnership. 

Mr.  H&we  took  chambers  in  the  neighbourhood,  for 
the  purpose  and  with  the  intention  of  carrying  on  busi- 
ness as  an  attorney  and  solicitor,  aud,  as  was  stated  by 

the 
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Whittaker 


the  Plamti£&'  affidavit)  he  threatened  and  mtended  to       1841. 
solicit  the  clients  of  PlaintiS'  partnership^  and  to  in- 
duce,  or  endeavour  to  induce,  such  clients  to  take  away  «. 

their  business  from  the  PlaintifEs'  firm,  and  to  em-  Howb. 
ploy  him,  the  jPefendant,  in  respect  of  their  business ; 
and  he  intended  to  make  use  of  the  documents  and 
papers,  which  were  so  as  aforesaid  surreptitiously  ob- 
tained by  him  from  the  chambers  of  said  partnership, 
for  the  purpose  of  furthering  his  said  designs,  and  of 
preventing  the  Plainti&  from  transacting  the  business 
of  their  said  clients,  and  of  otherwise  embarrassing  the 
Plaintifis  in  the  conduct  of  such  business.  It  was  also 
alleged  by  the  Plaintiffs,  that  the  Defendant  intended, 
to  practise  in  the  name  of  a  third  person  in  such  manner 
as  to  evade  his  agreement 

The  Plaintifi  thereupon  filed  their  bill,  and  now 
moved  for  an  injunction  *^  to  restrain  the  Defendant  Howe 
from  detaining  and  keeping  possession  of  the  bookfi,  &c. 
from  the  chambers  occupied  by  the  Plaintiffs,"  and  from 
permitting  the  same  to  remain  away  from  the  office  of  the 
Plainti£&  &c. ;  and  ^*  from  practising  or  in  any  manner 
carrying  on  business  as  a  solicitor  or  attorney  in  any 
part  of  Great  Britain  "  8cc. ;  and  to  restrain  him  from 
soliciting  the  clients  of  the  late  firm  of  Howe  and  Hep^ 
tinstaUj  to  transfer  their  business  from  the  Plaintifis  to 
any  other  solicitor  or  attorney,  or  to  cease  to  employ 
them;  and  from  acting  as  the  solicitor  or  attorney  of 
any  such  clients. 

Mr.  Pembertottj  Mr.  RomUbf^  and  Mr.  FreeUt^i  in 
support  of  the  motion,  contended,  that  as  the  Defendant 
was  clearly  acting  in  contravention  of  the  agreement,  for 
which  he  had  received  a  large  consideration,  the  Court 
would  endeavour  to  prevent  him;  and  that  whatever 
doubt  might  exist  as  to  the  jurisdiction  to  grant  an  in- 
junction 
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Taylok 

V. 

Davis. 


junction  directing  a  restoration  of  the  papers,  yet  tiiat 
there  was  ample  authority  for  the  proposition,  that  the 
Court  could  effect  it  by  an  injunction  in  a  negative  form ; 
Bobinson  v.  Lord  Byron  (a),  Latie  v.  Newdigaie  (6),  and 
Rankin  v.  Huskisson  (c),  where  the  defendants  were  re- 
strained *'  from  permitting  such  part  of  the  buildings  as 
had  been  already  erected  on  the  garden  or  plot  of  ground 
mentioned  in  the  pleadings,  from  remaining  thereon;" 
and  Spencer  v.  The  Lanian  and  Birmingham  Baitwajf 
Company  [d)  and  Taylor  v.  Da^*  {e) 

Mr.  G.  Turner^  and  Mr.  Bacon,  contrd,  consented  to 
.deliver  up  all  the  papers  except  those  which  the  owners 
.  had  given  the  Defendant  notice  not  to  part  with.  They 
contended,  however,  that  the  agreement  not  to  practise  as 
attorney  in  any  part  of  Great  Britain  for  twenty  years, 
was  void  at  law ;  secondly^  that  it  was  such  an  agree- 
ment as  a  court  of  equity  would  not  specifically  per- 
form ;  and,  thirdly,  that  if,  in  any  case,  a  court  of  equity 
could  direct  a  specific  performance,  yet,  that  under  the 
particular  circumstances  of  this  case,  it  would  decline  so 
to  do.  On  the  first  point,  tiiey  argued  that  the  agree- 
ment being  generally  in  restraint  of  trade  in  Great  Bri^ 
tain,  was  void,  as  contrary  to  public  policy :  Mitchel  v. 
Reynolds  (g)f  Homer  v.  Ashford[h),  Homer  v.  Graves{i) ; 
that  it  was  clearly  contrary  to  the  public  interest  to 

permit 


(a)  1  B.  C.  C.  588. 

(b)  10  Fes.  192. 

(c)  4  Simoru,  15. 

(d)  S  Smotu,  195. 

(0  Rolls  November  1834, 
where  a  partner  had  abstracted  a 
partnership  book  from  the  count- 
ing-house of  the  firm,  contrary 
to  an  express  covenant  contained 
in  the  deed  of  partnership,  Sir 
C.  C.  Pepyi  Master  of  the  Rolls 
granted  an  injunction  restnuning 


him  from  continuing  to  violate 
the  covenant;  and  this  was  con- 
tinued by  Lord  Langdale,  at  the 
hearing  of  the  cause,  on  the  88th 
of  February  1858. 

(g)  1  P.  IViOiam,  181. 

[h)  5  Bing.  522. 

(t)  7  Bing.  755.;  and  see 
KUckeoek  v.  C<Aer^  6  Ad.  ^ 
i?i/tff,458,;  and  Archer  v.  Marsh, 
lb.  959. 
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permit  an  individaal  to  disable  himself  by  contract  from        1841. 
earning  his  livelihood,  whereby  he  would  be  doomed  to    \^hittakkr 
live  in  idleness,  and  his  labour  be  lost  to  the  state.    In  «• 

such  a  case  the  Plaintifis  had  no  right  of  suit  or  action ; 
Thomson  v.  Thomson,  (a)  On  the  second  point,  that 
if  not  strictly  void  at  law,  still  a  court  of  equity  would 
not  enforce  the  agreement,  as  it  was  unreasonable,  and 
*^  publicly  detrimental;"  Haningion  v.  Du-Chatel  (b) ; 
and  that  this  Court  would  give  such  a  contract  no 
encouragement ;  Prosser  v.  Edmonds  (c) ;  and,  thirdly, 
that  the  Plaintifis  had  waived  the  agreement  by  per- 
mitting Ht/ive  to  practise  on  his  own  account. 

Mr.  Pemberton^  in  reply. 

JTie  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

With  respect  to  that  part  of  the  motion  which  applies 
to  the  deeds  and  papers,  I  shall,  on  the  &ith  that  Mr. 
Howe  will  carry  into  efiect  the  intention  which  has  been 
declared  on  his  part  by  his  counsel,  reserve  any  order  I 
have  to  make  on  this  occasion ;  an  opportunity  will  thus 
be  given  of  making  some  communication  in  the  mean 
time.  Finding  it  necessary  therefore  to  reserve  the 
order  I  may  have  to  make  on  that  part  of  the  case,  I 
think  it  would  be  better  not  to  make  any  order  whatever 
at  present.  I  will,  however,  state  my  present  opinion 
as  far  as  it  is  now  formed,  and  will  take  an  opportunity 
in  the  mean  time  of  considering  the  nature  of  the  in- 
junction which  I  ought  to  grant. 

I  confess  there  is  something  in  all  contracts  of  this 
nature  of  which  I  have  entertained  some  doubt.  Where 
clients  rely  on  the  professional  skill  and  knowledge  of 

the 
(a)  7  Vet.  470.  (c)  1  Younge  ^  C.  481, 

(6)  1  Bro,  a  C.  I25.| 

Vol.  hi.  JD  d 
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184<l.  the  individual  they  have  long  employed,  I  have  some 
doubt  as  to  the  policy  of  sanctioning  the  purchase  of  their 
recommendation  of  the  clients  to  other  persons.  These 
doubts  have  not  originated  with  myself,  because  I  re- 
collect very  well  their  being  long  dwelt  upon,  and  com- 
mented on  by  Lord  Eldon,  not  only  in  the  case  of  a 
solicitor  and  his  clients,  but  in  the  cases  <^  medical 
men  and  their  patients.  I  perfectly  recollect  a  case  in 
which  the  professional  practice  of  one  physician  had 
been  sold  to  another,  wherein  the  policy  of  permitting 
such  arrangements  was  the  subject  of  great  discussion 
and  consideration.  It  is  not,  however,  for  me  to  act 
upon  any  doubts  I  may  entertain  of  that  nature^ 
because  agreements  of  this  description  have  been  too 
often  sanctioned  to  be  now  questioned.  [After  referring 
to  the  painful  circumstances  of  this  case,  his  Lordship 
said]  I  think,  notwithstanding  the  able  argument  in  this 
case,  that  there  must  to  some  extent  be  an  injunction 
against  the  Defendant  with  regard  to  the  practice 
which  it  seems  he  now  intends  to  carry  on ;  but  as  some 
time  must  elapse  before  a  final  judgment  can  be  pro- 
nounced on  this  motion,  I  will  in  the  mean  while  read 
over  the  affidavits  and  refer  to  the  authorities,  and  I 
will  consider  the  extent  of  the  injunction  which  must 
be  granted.  I  trust,  that  in  the  mean  time  Mr.  Hoax 
will  act  bondjide  in  accordance  with  the  instructions 
he  has  given  his  counsel  with  respect  to  the  papers. 


Jan.  18.  Affidavits  being  now  produced  as  to  the  delivery  up 

of  the  papers,  &c.. 

The  Master  qf  the  Rolls  said.  In  order  that  I 
may  make  an  order  applicable  to  the  papers  and  boxes 
under  the  present  state  of  circumstances,  I  think  it 
will  be  necessary  to  examine  minutely  the  additional 

affidavit 
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affidavit  now  produced;  and  perhaps  it  may  be  neces«  1841. 
sary  for  the  Plaintiffs  to  afford  some  explanation  thereon. 
In  the  mean  time,  I  think  it  my  duty  to  do  all  that  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Court  enables  me  to  do  to  protect 
these  Plaintiffs ;  and  I  will  proceed  to  state  my  opinion 
as  to  the  injunction  I  must  pronounce. 

The  motion  is  for  an  injunction  to  restrain  the  De« 
fendant  from  detaining  and  keeping  possession  of,  or 
destroying  certain  documents,  and  also  to  restrain  him 
from  practising  or  carrying  on  business  as  an  attorney 
and  solicitor.  [His  Lordship^  stated  the  agreement 
between  the  parties,  and  the  circumstances  under  which 
it  was  entered  into,  and  the  subsequent  arrangement 
between  the  Plaintiffi  and  the  Defendant  Mr.  Haooef  and 
proceeded.]  Mr.  Howe  continued  to  act  under  the  new 
arrangement ;  and  a  question  arose  whether,  under  that 
arrangement,  he  was  a  partner  with  Whittaker  and  7b/- 
ham^  or  not  That  he  was  subject  to  the  liabilities  of  a 
partner  as  between  the  firm  and  other  parties,  appears 
to  me  evident  from  the  use  which  was  made  of  his  name^ 
and  the  nature  of  his  employment.  Whether  he  was 
to  be  called  a  partner  as  between  himself  and  Whii^ 
taker  and  Tatham  is  not  very  material ;  because,  if  a 
partner,  he  was  to  have  the  fixed  sum  of  BOOL  and 
afterwards  700^  a  year,  as  and  for  his  share  of  profits; 
and  if  not  a  partner,  he  was  to  receive  the  same  sum 
as  a  remuneration  for  his  services.  Nominally,  at  least, 
he  was  a  partner,  and  with  that  name  he  was  employed 
as  the  assistant  and  adviser  of  the  plaintiffi,  and  not 
in  any  inferior  capacity. 

In  August  1840^  the  dispute  as  to  the  partnership 
continued.  Mr.  Howe  then  insisted  on  its  being  dis« 
solved;  Whittaker  thought  there  was  no  partnership  to 
dissolve ;  but  at  last  they  agreed  to  sign,  and  did  sign  and 
.publish  a  notice  of  dissolution  of  the  partnership,  but  at 
Dd  2  the 


S92  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

the  same  time  Mn  Hcnoe  signed  an  acknowledgment  that 
Whittaka^s  signature  of  the  notice  of  dissolution,  should 
not  prejudice  any  question  between  them  as  to  a  part- 
nership having  actually  subsisted  between  them.  About 
the  same  time  the  name  of  the  firm,  painted  on  the  door 
of  the  chambers,  was  altered,  and  the  name  of  Mr./finof, 
being  separated  from  its  former  connexion  with  the 
others,  was  painted  on  the  door  separately  from  them. 

In  all  this  I  confess  that  I  see  nothing  in  the  conduct 
of  Mr.  Howe  which  the  Plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  com- 
plain of,  it  was  optional  with  him  whether  he  would 
permit  his  name  to  continue  in  the  firm  or  not,  or  whe- 
ther he  would  or  not  continue  to  give  his  personal  aid 
in  carrying  on  the  business.  He  might  put  an  end 
to  bis  separate  agreement  for  that  purpose  when  he 
pleased. 

But  upon  a  careful  perusal  of  the  aflBdavits,  I  find 
notliing  upon  which  I  can  safely  conclude,  or  from 
which  it  appears  probable,  that  Mr.  fVhittaker  had  in 
any  way  released  Mr.Hffwe  from  the  obligations  into 
which  he  had  entered  on  the  4th  of  August  1831 :  for 
additional  consideration  Mr.  Howe  was  to  render  addi- 
tional aid  in  carrying  on  the  business ;  but  the  duty  for 
which  the  former  consideration  was  actually  paid  was 
not  altered.  If  Mr.  Howe  thought  that  he  was  at 
liberty  to  practise  for  himself  notwithstanding  that 
agreement,  I  think  that  he  has  not  shewn  any  sufficient 
grounds  for  that  opinion,  and  that  whatever  his  own 
view  might  be,  it  is  not  justified  by  the  facts  which  he 
has  stated ;  neither  does  it  appear  to  me  to  be  shewn  by 
the  evidence  now  before  me,  that  after  August  1840  he 
so  acted  for  himself  as  solicitor,  as  to  acquire  a  right  to 
do  so  by  the  acquiescence  and  consent  of  Whittaker* 
Nevertheless,  on  the  25th  of  December,  in  the  absence 
and  without  the  knowledge  of  fVhittaker  and  Tatham, 

Mr. 
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Mr.Hcive  removed  a  great  many  documents  from  the        1841. 
chambers  where  the  partnership  business  was  carried 
on,  to  chambers  of  his  own,  where  he  now  insists  he  «, 

has  a  right  to  carry  on  business  for  himself;  and  his  Hows, 
defence  is,  that  the  agreement  he  entered  into  is  void, 
or  if  not  void,  that'  it  is  such  as  this  Court  cannot  speci- 
fically perform;  and  therefore  he,  with  the  consider- 
ation in  his  pocket,  has  a  right  to  act  in  violation  of  the 
contract  for  which  the  consideration  was  given. 

With  respect  to  the  validity  of  the  agreement,  it  is 
not  now  made  a  question  whether  attorneys  and  soli- 
citors can  lawfully  agree  to  secure  their  clients  to  the 
attorneys  and  solicitors  who  succeed  them  in  business. 
In  Candler  v.  Candler  (a).  Lord  Eldon^  referring  to  Bunn 
V.  Guy  (i),  said,  ^^  I  doubted  whether  professional  men 
could  be  recommended,  not  for  skill  and  knowledge  in 
the  profession,  but  for  a  sum  of  money  paid  and  ad- 
vanced. I  knew  that  this  would  rip  up  many  trans- 
actions, and  I  was  happy  that  the  Court  of  King^s 
Bench  was  of  a  different  opinion,  though  I  never  could 
entirely  reconcile  myself  to  their  doctrine."  But  the 
agreement  as  to  this  being  undisputed,  it  is  alleged  to 
be  void  as  being  in  restraint  of  the  exercise  of  trade  or 
profession.  In  the  cases  which  have  occurred  I  have 
not  observed  any  distinction  taken  between  trade  and 
professions;  but  jhe  distinction  between  different  sorts 
of  trades  or  professions  has  been  taken,  and  appears  to 
be  material. 

In  this  case  a  valuable  consideration  being  given,  the 
question  is,  whether  the  restraint  intended  to  be  im- 
posed on  Mr.  Howe  is  reasonable.  The  words  of  Chief 
Justice  Tindal  in  Homer  v.  Graves  (c)  may  be  safely 
adopted.     *^  We  do  not  see  how  a  better  test  can  be 

applied 

(a)  Jac.  231.  (b)  4  Eoit^  190.  (<?)  *:  Bing.  743. 

Dd  3 


Howe. 
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1841.        applied  to  the  question  whether  this  is  or  not  a  reason- 
-m^^^^^^      able  restraint  of  trade,  than   by  considering  whether 
V.  the  restraint  is  such  only  as  to  afford  a  &ir  protection  to 

the  interests  of  the  party  in  favour  of  whom  it  is  given, 
and  not  so  large  as  to  interfere  with  the  interests  of  the 
public.  Whatever  restraint  is  larger  than  the  necessary 
protection  of  the  party  [requires]  can  be  of  no  benefit 
to  either;  it  can  only  be  oppressive,  and  if  oppressive,  it 
is  in  the  eye  of  the  law  unreasonable.  Whatever  is  in- 
jurious to  the  interests  of  the  public  is  void  on  the 
grounds  of  public  policy.'' 

Now,  whatever  may  be  the  talents,  knowledge,  and 
experience  of  Mr.  Howe^  and  I  am  disposed  to  rate 
them  highly,  I  cannot  say  that  in  my  opinion  the  public 
interest  will  be  in  any  way  interfered  with  or  affected  by 
his  not  being  allowed  to  practise  as  an  attorney  and 
solicitor  in  Great  Britain  for  twenty  years  without  the 
consent  of  Mr.  Whittaker. 

The  question  therefore  is,  whether  the  restraint 
ought  to  be  considered  as  reasonable  in  this  particular 
case.  The  business  is  that  of  an  attorney  and  solicitor, 
which,  to  a  large  extent,  may  be  carried  on  by  corre- 
spondence or  by  agents,  and  as  to  which  it  has  already 
been  decided,  that  a  restraint  of  practice  within  a  dis- 
tance of  150  miles  was  not  an  unreasonable  restraint 
It  was  decided  in  the  case  of  the  surgeon  dentist, 
where  the  occupation  I'equired  the  personal  presence  of 
the  practiser  and  the  patient  at  the  same  place^  that  a 
restraint  of  practice  within  a  distance  of  100  miles  was 
an  unreasonable  restraint. 

Agreeing  with  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  that  in 
^uch  cases  "  no  certain  precise  boundary  can  be  laid 
down  within  which  the  restraint  would  be  reasonable, 
and  beyond  which  excessive;"   having  regard  to  the 

nature 
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nature  of  the  professioii,  to  the  limitation  of  time,  and  to  1841. 
the  decision  that  a  distance  of  150  miles  does  not  de- 
scribe an  unreasonable  boundary,  I  must  say,  as  Lord 
Kemfon  said  in  Dams  v.  Mason  (a),  '^  I  do  not  see  that 
the  limits  are  necessarily  unreasonable,  nor  do  I  know 
how  to  draw  the  line." 

At  present,  therefore,  I  cannot  come  to  the  conclusion 
that  this  agreement  is  void ;  and  I  do  not  think  that  this 
Court  can  refuse  to  grant  an  injunction  to  restrain  the 
violation  of  a  contract  or  covenant,|because  there  may 
be  some  part  of  the  agreement  which  the  Court  could 
not  compel  the  Defendant  specifically  to  perform. 

In  the  progress  of  the  cause  it  may  become  necessary 
to  consider  further  the  points  which  have  been  raised ; 
but  at  present  I  am  of  opinicHi,  that  the  right  daimed 
by  Mr.  Howe  to  act  in  violation  of  the  contract  for 
which  he  has  received  the  consideration  is,  to  say  the 
least,  so  far  doubtful  that  he  ought  not  to  be  permitted 
to  take  the  law  into  his  own  hands,  and  carry  cm  his 
business  at  his  own  pleasure,  and  without  regard  to  the 
severe  injury  which  he  may  do  to  the  Plainti£&. 

Restrain  him  from  practising  as  an  attorney  or 
solicitor  in  any  part  of  Great  Britain^  either  in  his  own 
name  or  in  the  name  of  any  other  person^  and  from  en- 
deavouring to  induce  any  persons  who  were  the  clients 
of  Hoioe  and  Heptinstalj  or  of  HowCf  Whittaker  and 
Tatham^  to  cease  or  abstain  from  employing  Whittaker 
and  Tatham  as  their  attorneys  or  solicitors. 

(a)  5  Term  Rep.  118. 


NoTS. — An  injanction  was  afterwards  granted  as  to  the  deeds 
and  papers^  but  which  has  not  yet)been  drawn  up. 

Dd  4 
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Sov,  14.  The  ATTORNEY-GENERAL  v.  STRUTT. 

An  inrorm-  rpHE  information  stated,  that  Richard  Tweedy^  by  his 
ntioD  made  I         .«   i       •  •  n  t  .     i      i  » 

claim,  on  be-  Will  dated  m  1574)  "gave  all  his  lands  and  tene- 

^h^'  \\         ments  called  Prentices^  in  Stow  MarieSf  in  the  county  of 

farm,  out  of     Essex,  with  his  lease  and  term  of  years  in  the  same,**  to 

rnnuaUCTt^   three  trustees  and  their  heirs,  for  the  endowment  of 

charge  had  for  four  almshouses  for  four  poor  inhabitants  of  SU)ck  and 
many  years        ^      . 
been  paid.         JSorenam. 
The  Defend. 

ant  admitted  mt        i      <•  .1  .  <•    ■      -v^  <•     1 

the  right  to         That  the  farm  was  in  the  occupation  of  the  Defend- 

the  rent-         ^,^4  ^{^^  claimed  it  under  the  will  of  his  father,  who 

charge,  but  ^  • 

contended        purchased  it  in  1788 ;  and  that  the  Defendant  paid  an 

sentedVw^lei   ^"^""^^  sum  of  lSLl2s.B8B,  rent-charge  issuing  there* 

who  were  pur-  out.     The  information  insisted  that  the  charity  was 

farm  for  valu-  entitled  to  the  whole  income  of  the  proper^,  amounting 

able  consider-  to  about  661.  a  year.  It  charged  that  the  Defendant 
ation,  without  •,...  .        ,i«,        1  1        r 

notice.    He     had  m  his  possession  deeds,  &c.,  whereby  or  wherefrom 

had  in  hl*"^     the  title  of  the  charity  would  appear,  or  which  con- 
possession        tained  recitals  relating  to  the  charity, 
title  deeds 
which  made 
out  his  own  The  Defendant  stated,  that  his  father  had  purchased 

not  make  out   *^®  Prentices  with  other  property  in  1787,  "subject  to 

or  evidence  a  rent^charge  of  IS/.  125.  per  annum  to  the  poor  of 
theutieofthe   „     ,   „      ,  j      ,.  .  ^  , 

charity:  Held,  Stock  Borenanii  and  subject  to  a  quit  rent  of  5s.  la.  per 

fendant^ii^"  annum  to  the  manor  of  North  Farnbridge;  and  that  his 
not  bound  to  father  had  no  nodce  of  the  will  of  Richard  J\vee^f  or 
produce  them,  j,,^  ^^eged  rights  of  the  charity. 


He  set  forth  the  title  deeds  under  which  he  claimed, 
commencing  in  1606,  in  one  of  which,  dated  in  1718, 
the  property  was  conveyed,  **  one  annual  rent  or  charge 
of  ISL  125.,  payable  half-yearly,  by  equal  portions,  to 

the 


CASESr  IN  CHANCERY.  897 

the  several  parishes  of  Stock  and  Boreham^  ia  the  tounty  1 84>0. 
of  Essex  aforesaid,  being  so  much  theretofore  to  them 
given  by  Richard  Tweedy^  Esq»9  long  since  deceased, 
and  charged  and  chargeable  in  and  upon  the  said  pre- 
mises only  excepted."  The  Defendant  relied  on  being 
a  purchaser  for  valuable  consideration,  without  notice^ 
and  on  the  Statute  of  Limitations,  and  insisted  that  the 
charity  was  legally  entitled  to  the  rent-charge  only. 

He  admitted  that  he  had  in  his  possession  certain 
title  deeds,  rielating  to  the  premises  in  question  in  this 
cause,  and  to  other  premises;  but  he  said  that  these 
title  deeds  constituted  the  title  of  the  parties  claiming 
the  premises  under  the  will  of  his  father  John  StruU^ 
and  did  not  constitute,  make  out»  or  evidence  the  aU 
leged  title  of  the  charity. 

A  motion  was  now  made  for  the  production  of  the 
papers,  &c. :  the  discussion  turned  on  the  liability  of  the 
Defendant,  under  these  circumstances^  to  produce  the 
title  deeds. 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Blunt^  in  support  of  the  mo- 
tion, contended,  that  the  Attorney-General  was  entitled 
to  the  production  of  the  title  deeds,  in  order  to  see  whe- 
ther there  was  any  adniission  therein  of  the  title  of  the 
charity  to  the  property  in  question;  and  that  as  the 
charity  was  mentioned  in  one  of  them,  the  Defendant, 
and  those  through  whom  he  claimed,  must  be  taken 
to  have  had  notice  of  the  rights  of  the  charity ;  in  which 
case  the  Attorney-General  was  clearly  entitled  to  see 
them. 

That,  as  the  lands  out  of  which  the  rent-charge  was 
issuing,  had  been  intermixed  with  others,  the  Attorney- 
General  was  entitled  to  the  production  of  the  title  deeds, 

in 
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in  order  to  determine  the  particular  lands  ont  of  which 
the  rent-charge  was  issuing. 

'Ms.  Kinderdey  and  Mx.  James  BusseUy  contri.  The 
title  of  the  charity  to  the  rent-charge  is  admitted,  and 
it  has  always  been  paid;  but  the  tide  to  the  land  is  al-* 
together  denied.  The  Attorney-General,  therefore,  has 
no  right  to  the  production  of  the  deeds  which  prove  the 
title  of  the  Defendant  only,  and  not  that  of  the  Plaintiff; 
Adams  v.  Fisher,  (a) 

The  case  of  confusion  of  boundaries  is  not  made  by 
the  information,  and  cannot  now  be  insisted  on. 


Mr.  Pemberton  in  reply. 

7^  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

Tlie  documents  other  than  the  title  deeds  must  be  pro- 
duced. As  to  the  title  deeds,  the  question  is,  whether, 
in  the  present  state  of  the  record,  and  having  regard 
to  the  claim  made  by  the  information,  the  Attorney- 
General  has  now  a  right  to  the  production  of  them. 
In  the  course  of  these  proceedings  it  may  be  very  im- 
portant to  have  them  produced ;  but  I  am  of  opinion 
that  the  record  is  not  at  present  in  such  a  state  that  I 
can  compel  their  production. 

The  claim  made  by  the  Attomey-Greneral  is  simply 
for  the  recovery  of  the  land.  Tlie  defendant  says  he  is 
in  the  situation  of  a  purchaser  for  valuable  consideration 
without  notice.  In  the  reference  to  the  rent-charge, 
to  which  the  charity  is  admitted  to  be  entitled,  there 
is  nothing  to  connect  it  with  the  origin  of  the  charity; 
and  the  Defendant  may  therefore  be  right  in  saying 

that 
(a)  8  Keen,  754.  and  3  Myl.  6f  Cr.  526. 
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that  the  deeds  relate  solely  to  his  own  title,  and  not        1840. 

to  that  of  the  charity.     In   the  present  state   of  the  ^'^^^^ 

record,   I  cannot  order  the   production  of  the  title  Attornet- 
deeds.  General 


Strctt. 


WELLS  V.  GIBBS.  Dec.  lo,  ii. 

Tl  Y  an  interlocutory  order  made  in  this  cause  on  the  Whether  an 

-"  11th  of  Jtme  1840,  the  Defendant  was  ordered,  o"*®""  to  pay 
'  '  money  into 

within  a  month  from  that  time,  to  pay  into  the  Bank,  Ci>urt  to  the 

with  the  privity  of  the  Accountantp-General  of  this  Court,  ^se  is  m 

to  the  credit  of  this  cause,  the  sum  of  1404/.  2s.  or<lcr  within 

the  meaning 
of the  1  & 

On  the  Sd  of  July  1840,  the  Plaintiffs,  by  their  so-  ^  J"^';  ^'^^\^' 
licitor,  caused  a  memorandum  or  minute  of  this  order  so,  whether  a 
to  be  left  with  the  senior  Master  of  the  Court  of  Com-  aJlttochment 

mon  Pleas,  pursuant  to  the  statute  of  the  1  &  2  Vict  for  contempt 

-  -  _        -  ^  would,  under 

C.110.S.  19.  the  sixteenth 

section,  in- 

The  Defendant  having  made  default  in  payment  of  charge  ob- 

the  money  into  Court,  was,  in  November  1840,  taken  ^ned  under 

^     ,        ,       «    .  *  ,  ^         the  thirteenth 

mto  custody  by  the  Serjeantrat-Arms,  and  was  after-  section. 

wards  turned  over  to  the  Ffef/.  k-??!'— ""^ 

nas  no  juris- 
diction to 

It  was  now  moved,  on  his  behalf,  that  the  orders  and  Master  of  the 

warrant  under  which  he  was  imprisoned  might  be  dis-  Common 

charged,  and  that  the  Defendant  might  be  discharged ;  ^  memoran- 

and  also  that  the  entry  or  registry  made  by  the  senior  ^^^  entered 

Master  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  at  Westminster^  i  &  2  VicL 

of  the  order  of  the  1 1th  day  of  June^  in  pursuance  or  pre-  ^rigp  ^^^^ 

tended  pursuance  of  the  1  &  2  Vict^  might  be  cancelled  Court. 

or  vacated  for  irregularity)  and  as  not  being  authorised 

by. 
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by,  or  within  the  scope  and  meaning  of,  the  said  act 
of  parliament ;  or  otherwise,  that  the  Plaintiffs  might 
be  deemed,  and  taken,  and  be  accordingly  declared  to 
have  relinquished  all  right  and  title,  to  the  benefit  of 
such  (if  any)  charge  or  security  as  they  might  have  ob- 
tained or  be  entitled  to,  under  the  powers  of  the  said  act 
of  parliament,  by  means  or  in  respect  of  the  order  of  the 
11th  day  of  June  last;  and  that  the  Plaintiffs  might 
forfeit  and  be  declared  to  have  forfeited  the  same  ac- 
cordingly. And  that  in  either  case  satisfaction  might 
(if  necessary)  be  entered  on  the  entry  or  registry  of 
such  last-mentioned  order,  or  of  the  memorandum  or 
minute  thereof,  (a) 

Mr. 


(a)  By  the  thirteenth  section 
of  the  1  &  S  Vtct,  c.  110^  it  is 
enacted  that  a  judgment  entered 
up  in  any  of  Her  Majesty's  su- 
perior Courts  at  WeitmntUr 
should  operate  as  a  chaise  upon 
all  landsy  &c.»  to  which  such 
person  shall  be  entitled,  and  the 
judgment  creditor  is  to  have  the 
same  remedies  in  a  court  of 
equity  as  if  the  debtor  had 
agreed  to  chaise  the  heredita- 
ments therewith,  but  the  creditor 
is  not  to  be  entitled  to  proceed 
in  equity  to  obtain  the  benefit 
of  such  charge  until  the  expira- 
tion of  a  year. 

The  sixteenth  section  enacts, 
«  That  if  any  judgment  creditor, 
who,  under  the  powers  of  this 
act,  shall  have  obtained  any 
charge,  or  be  entitled  to  the 
benefit  of  any  security  whatso- 
ever, shall  afterwards,  and  be- 
fore the  property  so  charged  or 
secured  shall  have  been  con- 
verted into  money  or  realised. 


and  the  produce  thereof  applied 
towards  payment  of  the  judg- 
ment debt,  cause  the  person  of 
the  judgment  debtor  to  be  taken 
or  charged  in  execution  upon 
such  judgment,  then  and  in  such 
case  such  judgment  creditor 
shall  be  deemed  and  taken  to 
have  relinquished  all  right  and 
title  to  the  benefit  of  such  charge 
or  security,  and  shall  forfeit  the 
same  accordingly." 

The  eighteenth  section  en- 
acts, *^  That  all  decrees  and  or- 
ders of  courts  of  equity,  and  all 
rules  of  courts  of  common  law, 
and  all  orders  of  the  Lord  Chan- 
cellor or  of  the  Court  of  Re- 
view in  matters  of  bankruptcy, 
and  all  orden  of  the  Lord 
Chancellor  in  matters  of  lunacy, 
whereby  any  sum  of  money,  or 
any  costs,  charges,  or  expenses, 
shall  be  payable  to  any  person, 
shall  have  the  effect  of  judg- 
ments in  the  superior  courts  of 
common  laW|  and  the  persons  to 
whom 
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Mr.  Kiftdersley  and  Mr.  Evans  in  support  of  the  mo- 
tion. The  interlocutory  order  of  the  1 1th  otjune  to  pay 
money  into  Courts  with  the  privity  of  the  Accountant- 
General,  to  the  credit  of  the  causCf  is  not  within  the 
eighteenth  section  of  the  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  1 10.,  which  refers 
only  to  any  sum  of  money  *^pca/able  to  any  person,'* 
This  is  made  evident  from  the  words  which  follow  in 
the  same  section ;  for  the  order  is  to  have  the  effect  of 
a  judgment,  and  <*  the  persons  to  whom  such  money, 

&c.. 


1840. 


whom  any  such  monies,  or  costs, 
charges,  or  expenses,  shall  be 
payable,  shall  be  deemed  judg- 
ment creditors  within  the  mean- 
ing of  this  act;  and  all  powers 
hereby  given  to  the  judges  of 
the  superior  courts  of  common 
law  with  respect  to  matters  de- 
pending in  the  same  courts, 
shall  and  may  be  exercised  by 
courts  of  equity  with  respect  to 
matters  therein  depending,  and 
by  the  Lord  Chancellor  and  the 
Court  of  Review  in  matters  of 
bankruptcy,  and  by  the  Lord 
Chancellor  in  matters  of  lunacy; 
and  all  remedies  hereby  gifen 
to  judgment  creditors  are  in 
like  manner  given  to  persons  to 
whom  any  monies,  or  costs, 
charges,  or  expenses,  are  by 
such  orden  or  rules  respectively 
directed  to  be  paid." 

The  nineteenth  section  en- 
acts, *'  That  no  jbdgment  of  any 
of  the  said  superior  courts,  nor 
any  decree  or  order  in  any 
court  of  equity,  nor  any  rule  of 
a  court  of  common  law,  nor  any 
order  in  bankruptcy  or  lunacy, 
shall  by  virtue  of  this  act  affect 
any  laiids,  tenements,  or  here- 


ditaments as  to  purchasers, 
mortgagees,  or  creditors,  unless 
and  until  a  memorandum  or 
minute,  containing  the  name, 
and  the  usual  or  last  known 
place  of  abode,  and  the  title, 
trade,  or  profession  of  the  per- 
son whose  estate  is  intended  to 
be  affected  thereby,  and  the 
court  and  the  title  of  the  cause 
or  matter  in  which  such  judg- 
ment, decree,  order,  or  rule 
shall  have  been  obtained  or 
made,  and  the  date  of  such  judg- 
ment, decree,  order,  or  rule,*and 
the  account  of  the  debt,  dam- 
ages, costs,  or  monies  thereby 
recovered  or  ordered  to  be  paid, 
shall  be  left  with  the  senior 
master  of  the  Court  of  Common 
Pl^M  at  Weitmmter^  who  shall 
forthwith  enter  the  same  par- 
ticulars in  a  book  in  alphabetical 
order,  by  the  name  of  the  per- 
son whose  estate  is  intended  to 
be  affected  by  such  judgment, 
decree,  order,  or  rule ;  and  such 
officer  shall  be  entitled  for  any 
such  entry  to  the  sum  of  5#.; 
and  all  persons  shall  be  at  li- 
berty to  search  the  same  book 
on  payment  of  the  sum  of  1«. 
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1840.  &C.,  shall  be  payable  shall  be  deemed  judgment  cre- 
ditors." Who,  then,  in  this  case  can  be  deemed  the 
judgment  creditors?  The  Court,  or  the  Bank,  or  the 
Accountant-General  ?  It  is  evident  that  the  act  con- 
templated only  such  an  order  as  decided  the  ri^t  to 
the  money,  and  not  an  interlocutory  order  in  a  cause^ 
in  which  neither  the  right  nor  liabUity  is  adjudicated 
on,  and  which  is  made  simply  for  the  purpose  of  se- 
curity until  the  hearing  of  the  cause*  If,  then,  the 
case  is  not  within  the  eighteenth  section,  the  PlaintiflT 
had  no  right  to  enter  a  memorandum  with  the  Master 
of  the  Common  Pleas :  it  forms  a  cloud  over  his  title^ 
and  makes  his  property  unmarketable.  The  memo- 
randum  entered  by  virtue  of  the  proceedmg  in  this 
Court  ought,  therefore,  to  be  removed.  If,  however,  the 
order  comes  within  the  act,  and  is  to  have  the  effect  of 
a  judgment  **in  the  superior  courts  of  common  law" 
under  the  eighteenth  section,  then,  by  leaving  the  me- 
morandum under  the  nineteenth  section,  the  Plamtiffi 
obtained  a  charge  on  the  land,  and  thereby  made  their 
election  to  proceed  against  the  Defendant's  property 
anc^  were  estopped  by  the  common  law  from  afterwards 
proceeding  against  the  Defendant's  person  (a) ;  or,  m 
another  view  of  the  case,  the  Plaintiffs  having  obtained 
the  charge,  must,  under  the  sixteenth  section,  be  deemed 
to  have  relinquished  it  by  subsequently  arresting  the  De- 
fendant: in  the  former  case  the  arrest  was  irregular;  in 
the  latter,  the  charge  has  been  avoided.  It  would  be 
most  unjust  to  keep  a  party  in  prison  for  the  non- 
payment of  money  which,  by  reason  of  the  charge 
created  on  his  estate  for  the  same  debt,  he  is  rendered 
unable  to  raise  out  of  his  property. 

Mr.  PemberUm  and  Mr.  HaUetty  contra^    The  case  is 

within  the  eighteenth  section.      The  order  is  id  the 

most 
(a)  5^ac.if6r.S95* 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY.  40S 

most  usual  form  in  equity  to  pay  into  Court  to  the  1840. 
credit  of  the  cause,  for  the  benefit  of  the  claimants.  It 
is  the  same  as  if  money  were  directed  to  be  paid  into  a 
banker^s  to  the  credit  of  a  particular  person's  account. 
However,  it  is  quite  unnecessiory  to  decide  the  point  on 
this  occasion. 

As  to  ordering  the  discharge  of  the  Defendant,  (a 
trustee  who  has  applied  the  trust  fund  to  his  own  use,) 
there  is  nothing  in  the  act  or  in  the  previous  practice  to 
warrant  it.  The  act  says,  that  by  taking  the  person  of 
the  debtor  in  execution,  the  previous  charge  on  the  land 
shall  be  relinquished  and  forfeited ;  be  it  so,  but  there 
is  nothing  to  authorise  the  discharge  of  the  Defendant 
The  Defendant,  however,  has  never  been  taken  in  exe- 
cution ;  the  process  against  him  is  for  his  contempt  of 
the  Court,  and  differs  widely  from  the  process  in  the 
common  law  courts:  the  distinction  has  been  clearly 
established  in  the  recent  Irish  case  of  Miller  v. 
l^Mx.  {a)  Contempt  in  equity  is  a  criminal  proceed- 
ing, and  for  centuries  the  practice  in  equity  has  been, 
to  enforce  the  payment  of  a  debt  or  the  performance 
of  a  duty,  compulsorily  both  against  the  property 
and  the  person  at  the  same  time.  The  act  referred 
to  does  not  abridge  the  Plaintiff's  rights :  though  po- 
pularly regarded  as  an  act  for  the  abolition  of  imprison- 
ment for  debt,  it  is  merely  to  abolish  arrest  on  mesne 
process,  with  certain  qualifications :  its  object  is  to  give 
a  creditor  a  more  extensive  remedy  against  the  pro- 
perty of  his  debtor,  and  not  to  limit  it. 

As  to  vacating  the  memorandum,  this  Court  has  no 
authority  so  to  do.  If  the  charge  is  void  by  the  statute, 
it  is  a  mere  nullity,  and  there  is  no  necessity  for  this 
Court  to  declare  it  so,  ibr  it  cannot  affect  the  Defend- 
ant's title;  tt  purchaser  could  not,  on  that  account, 

object 

{a)  4^  Ming.  y.C.  514* 
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object  to  perform  his  contract  to  purchase  it  {a)  A 
party  might  as  well  apply  to  take  a  fine  or  recovery 
firom  the  records  of  the  Common  Pleas,  or  to  cancel 
the  registration  of  a  deed  or  judgment  afifecting  property 
in  the  county  o(  Middlesex. 


Mr.  Kinderslei/f  in  reply. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

This  is  certainly  a  very  singular  application.  I  am 
asked  to  vacate  the  memorandum  which  has  been 
entered  with  the  senior  Master  of  the  Common  Pleas, 
on  the  ground,  first,  that  it  is  not  within  the  scope  of 
the  act  of  parliament  referred  to;  and,  secondly,  that  if 
it  should  be  considered  within  the  act,  then  that  the 
subsequent  proceedings  worked  a  forfeiture  of  the 
charge  on  the  property  of  the  Defendant;  and  it  is 
then  asked,  if  the  Court  should  decline  to  vacate  the 
memorandum,  that  the  Defendant  may  be  discharged. 
It  is  admitted  that  all  the  proceedings  of  contempt  in 
this  Court  have  been  perfectly  regular:  there  was  an 
order  for  the  payment  of  money  duly  executed,  and  the 
Defendant,  without  any  irregularity,  has  been  lodged 
in  prison  for  his  disobedience  of  that  order;  and  I 
am  asked  to  discharge  these  regular  proceedings,  so 
as  to  deprive  the  Plaintifi^  of  the  means  which  the  law 
allows  him  of  enforcing  obedience  to  the  order  of  the 
Court ;  and  that,  too,  on  the  ground  that  he  has  done 
something  which  he  is  either  not  entitled  to,  or  ought 
not  to  avail  himself  of.  I  feel  some  satisfaction  that  it 
is  not  incumbent  on  me  to  determine  whether  such 
orders  of  this  Court  are  or  are  not  within  the  view  of 
this  act  of  parliament,  because  I  have  no  authority  to 
interfere  in  the  way  in  which  I  am  asked.  If  the  officer 
of  the  Common  Pleas  has  improperly  entered  this  me- 
morandum, 
(a)  SttgdejCt  Vcndon^  648.  Sth  ed. 
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moranduDiy  what  control  have  I  orer  him?    I  am  of       1840. 
opinion  that  I  have  no  authority  to  make  an  order  on 
him,  and  that  my  only  jurisdiction  would  be  through 
the  parties  to  the  cause. 

If  the  case  were  within  the  act,  then  comes  the 
question  whether  there  has  been  such  a  proceeding  as 
ought  to  work  a  forfeiture  of  the  charge;  and  if  there 
has,  then  arises  the  question  whether  I  can  declare  a 
forfeiture  on  this  occasion  and  in  this  manner. 

The  first  question  wouM  lead  to  an  investigation 
of  the  practice  of  thb  Court  The  act  says,  a  party 
having  obtained  a  charge  on  the  debtor^s  property, 
shall  be  deemed  to  have  relinquished  it,  if  he  charges 
the  person  of  the  Defendant  in  execution;  and  the 
question  which  arises  is,  whether  the  process  of  con^ 
tempt,  or  a  caption  under  an  attachment,  &c.  issuing 
out  of  this  Court,  is  a  taking  within  the  act*  It  cer- 
tainly is  not  the  same  thing  as  a  taking  under  a  ea. 
sa.  at  law;  nor  is  this  Court  bound  by  the  decisions 
of  courts  of  law,  which  in  some  cases  prohibit  a  party 
proceeding  against  the  property  and  person  at  the  same 
time.  In  the  earliest  cases,  where  after  a  decree  had 
been  pronounced,  and  a  Defendant  had  been  taken  under 
process  of  contempt  for  his  disobedience  in  not  perform- 
ing the  decree,  it  became  a  matter  of  consideration  whe- 
ther the  Court  was  justified  in  granting  a  sequestration, 
or  whether  there  could  be,  what  might  be  called,  execu- 
tion against  the  person  and  property  at  the  same  time. 
I  find  that  in  very  early  cases  it  was  a  matter  of  great  con- 
sideration, and  the  Lord  Chancellor,  having  the  assist- 
ance of  one  of  the  common  law  Judges^  determined  that 
a  sequestration  against  a  person  in  prison  for  disobe- 
dience of  the  same  order  was  valid ;  Hide  v.  Pettit.  (a) 

The 

(a)  1  Ch.  CfL  91. 

Vol.  III.  E  e 
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184-0.  The  two  ooncarrent  processes  have,  therefore,  at  all. 
times  existed  in  this  Court,  and  they  exist  at  this  mo- 
ment; and  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  if  in  this  case 
the  Defendant  were  to  remain  in  prison  and  n^lect 
to  pay  in  the  money,  a  sequestration  would  go  against 
his  estate. 

lam  relieved  from  the  necessity  of  deciding^  whether, 
by  the  construction  of  this  act,  a  caption  under  an  at- 
tachment is  to  be  considered  a  caption  in  execution, 
for  I  do  not  consider  that,  under  the  present  circum- 
stances, and  on  this  motion,  I  am  in  a  situation  to 
make  such  a  declaration.  Even  if  I  had  jurisdiction 
over  the  officer  of  the  Common  Pleas,  I  must  be  satis- 
fied that  what  is  asked  is  necessary  to  be  done:  that 
the  act  of  parliament  is  defective,  and  that  I  have  some 
jurisdiction  to  supply  the  deficiency.  The  act  says  that 
the  charge  shall  be  deemed  forfeited;  what  more  can 
possibly  be  done  ?  I  am  asked  by  a  Defendant  who  re- 
fuses to  perform  his  duty  to  relieve  his  estate  from  some 
supposed  cloud.  If  it  is  to  be  removed,  it  must  be  done 
in  another  place,  and  under  another  jurisdiction. 

This  is  not  the  case  of  a  Defendant  who  is  desirous 
of  obtaining  time  to  enable  him  to  perform  his  duty :  if 
it  were,  I  should  certainly  interfere,  and  I  would  not 
allow  any  oppressive  conduct  on  the  part  of  the  Plain- 
tifik,  if  I  saw  that  the  party  was  willing  ^nd  desirous  of 
performing  that  which  the  Court  had  ordered  him  to  do. 
Here,  on  the  contrary,  is  a  case  of  a  party  obstinately 
neglecting  and  refusing  to  obey  the  order  which  this 
Court  has  made  upon  him,  and  this  is  the  person  who 
asks  me  to  do  that  which  belongs  to  another  jurisdic- 
tion, and  must  be  done,  if  at  all,  by  another  proceeding. 
I  must  refuse  this  application  with  costs.  If  the  De- 
fendant offered  some  security  which  the  Plaintiff  ought 

to 
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to  accept,  I  should  consider  it  my  duty  to  exercise  such  i8M« 
jurisdiction  as  I  have  to  relieve  the  Defendant.  Cases 
have  occurred  where  a  party  has  given  satisfiu^tory  as- 
surance of  his  intention  to  perform  his  duty,  and  in 
which  the  Court  has  interfered  to  enable  him  to  accom- 
plish it,  by  putting  the  other  side  on  terms. 


NoTS.— See  Gib&s  v.  Pike,  9  Dow&ng^  Pr.  Ca.  751.,  in  which  it 
was  held  that  the  above  order  was  not  within  the  act. 


HOLMES  V.  The  Corporation  of  ARUNDEL.  i84l. 

Jan.  11. 


nnHE  Master  in  this  case,  to  whom  the  matter  had  The  Court,  to 

-*-    been  referred,    had  allowed  some  exceptions  for  SS^Svance^* 

impertinence  taken  to  the  answer  of  the  Defendant  ^^^  ^  ^^ly 

hearing  ex- 
ceptions to 

The  Defendant  took  exceptions  to  the  Master's  Re-  ^«  Master's 

^  report  on  a 

port.  reterenoe  for 


impertinence. 


Mr.  Wray  applied  to  have  the  latter  exceptions  ad- 
vanced for  an  early  hearing. 

The  Master  <^the  Rolls,  after  observing  that  the 
Court  was  in  the  habit  of  advancing  cases  of  this  de- 
scription, which  were  in  the  nature  of  a  dilatories, 
made  the  order. 


Note. — His  Lordship  made  a  similar  order  in  Byde  v.  Master- 
man,  Midkuimat  term  1 840. 
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Jan,iu  8TUBBS  V.  8ARGON. 

On  a  motion       A  jj  Q^der  was  allured  to  have  been  obtained  irre- 

to  discharge        /^  ^ 

an  alleged  ir-        "^  gularly  by  a  purchaser  under  the  Court,  in  the 

r^ular  order,  absence  of  A.  B.  and  C.  D.  two  of  the  parties  to  the 

no  parties  can  ^  ■^ 

be  beard  in      cause.    A  notice  of  motion  was  given  by  J.  B.  to  dis- 

S&^i'"'  charge  the  order, 
but  those  who 

the  notice  of        ^i*-  Pemberton  in  support  of  the  motion, 
motion  to  dis- 
charae  it. 

Mr.  Risers  for  C.  Z).,   in  whose  absence  the  order 

had  been  obtained,  but  who  had  given  no  notice  of 

motion  to  discharge  it,  was  proceeding  to  support  the 

present  applicatiou,  when 

Mr.  C«  P.  Cooper  objected,  that  be  could  not  be 
heard  in  support  of  the  motion  to  discharge  the  order, 
unless  he  gave  notice  for  that  purpose,  and  he  ccm- 
tended,  that  as  the  case  stood,  he  could  only  be  heard  in 
support  of  the  existing  order. 

Tie  Master  of  the  Rolls  considered  the  objection 
well  founded. 


REPORTS 


or 


CASES 

ARGUED  AND  DETERMINED  ig^Q^ 


IK 
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DUNCAN  V.  M'CALMONT.  Hav.  15,  u. 

1841. 
Feb.  SS. 

TN  this  case  a  motion  was  made  that  the  Defendants  jurisdiction 

■*"  Bobert  M'Calmont,  Hugh  M'Calm(mt  \umor,  WiUiam  of  this  Court 

**  J  '  jQ  restraiQ 

John  NewaUy  Frederick  Sanders,  and  Charles  Sanders,  proceedings  in 

might  be  restrained  from   prosecuting  any  suit  in  the  Poyrt^on 
High  Court  of  Admiralty  against  the  cargo  of  the  ship  tomiy  bonds. 
Lord  Cochrane,  or  against  the  Plaintiffs  as  the  owners  «ranted*to*re- 
thereof,  and  their  respective  bail,  upon,  or  in  respect  strain  pro- 
of the  bottomry  bond  in  the  bill  mentioned.  the  Admiralty 

Court  respect- 
ing a  bot- 
The  case  was  as  follows :  —  Messrs.  Benson  being  tomiy  bond 

the  owners  of  the  ship   Lord  Cochrane,  in  the  year  ||"  hipfoS'thI 
18399  sent  the  same  under  the  command  oi  Luke  Hall  ground  that 
Smith  as  master,  to  the  Island  of  Ascension,  laden  with  ^^^j j  y^  ^^^ 
government  stores ;  the  ship  went  under  the  same  com-  conveniently, 
mand  from  the  Island  of  Ascension,  either  in  ballast,  or  at  effectuaily  de- 
least  with  but  a  small  cargo  of  goods,  to  Pemambucos  and  Juw?®!!" 
when  it  arrived  there,  the  master,  pursuant  to  authority 
given  him  by  the  owners,  gave  it  in  charge  to  M^Calmont 
Vol.  III.                      Ff                              and 
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1840.  and  Co.  who  were  merchants  there.  The  ship  being 
supplied  with  a  homeward  eargo  of  gveat  value,  which 
belonged  partly  to  the  Plaintifi  in  this  cause,  and 
M'Cauiont.  partly  ^  M'Calmont  and  Co.,  saUed  on  the  28th  Jime 
1889,  with  the  intention  of  proceeding  to  Liverpool^ 
but  having  on  the  next  day  struck  on  a  sand4>aDk  and 
received  serious  injury,  she  returned  to  PemambuccK 
The  cargo  was  unloaded^  and  very  extensive  repairs 
effected  under  the  superintendanoe  olM^Cahnont  and 
Co.  acting  as  agents  of  the  ship,  as  they  said,  under  the 
master,  or  of  Uqyd!s  agent 

The  repairs  were  completed  in  the  month  of  Dr- 
cember  1889;  the  cargo  was  put  on  board  again,  and 
on  the  6th  January  1840,  the  master  executed  a  bot- 
tomry bond  to  M^Calmont  and  Co.  binding  ship,  freight, 
and  cargo  for  the  payment  of  S66SL  ISs.  4dL,  as  the 
sum  due  for  the  money  expended  on  the  repairs,  and  iu 
taking  care  of  the  cargo,  with  commission  and  premium 
at  20/.  per  cent. 

The  bond  was  transmitted  by  M^Calmoni  and  Ca 
from  PemambucOf  to  M^Calmonty  brothers,  and  Co.  their 
correspondents  at  Liverpool  and  was  indorsed  to  them. 

The  ship  sailed  on  the  return  voyage  on  the  11th  of 
January,  and  arrived  at  Liverpool  on  the  20th  of 
HarcJu  Before  the  arrival,  a  warrant  of  arrest,  founded 
on  the  bottomry  bond,  was  sued  out  of  the  Court  of 
Admiralty ;  and  being  executed  on  the  arrival  of  the 
ship,  commissions  to  take  bail  were  taken  out  by  the 
owners  and  consignees  of  the  cargo;  and  bail  being 
taken  for  the  sum  of  15001^.  as  the  amount  of  goods 
belonging  to  the  Plaintiffs,  the  arrest  vras  suspended. 
After  this,  at  the  instance  of  the  owners  of  the  cargo^ 
the  claimants  under  the  bottomry  bond  brought  in  their 

*«act 
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^act  on  petition/'  and  under  an  order  of  tbe  Court  of       1840. 

Admiralty  the  sum  of  1765/.  185.  was  paid  into  Court,  '^T^^'^ 
as  for  the  homeward  freight  of  the  ship,  exclusive  of  v. 

the  freight  payable  in  respect  of  the  goods  consigned  M'Calmont. 
to  M*Calmontt  brothers,  and  Co. ;  the  ship  itself  was 
ordered  to  be  sold,  and  was  afterwards  sold  for  1675/. 

The  Plaintiffii  in  this  cause,  being  the  owners  of  the 
largest  part  of  the  cargo^  filed  their  bill  on  the  17th 
of  August  1840,  insisting  that  the  transaction  was  fraudu- 
lent and  void ;  and  that  at  all  events,  the  freight  of 
the  homeward  cargo  belonging  to  Messrs.  M^Calmottt, 
and  the  outward  freight  in  the  hands  of  the  owners  of 
the  ship,  ought  to  be  applied  in  part  discharge  of  the 
bond ;  they  prayed  either  that  the  bond  might  be  de- 
clared fraudulent  and  void  as  against  them,  or  that  an 
account  might  be  taken  of  what  was  justly  due  on  the 
security  of  the  bond,  and  of  all  the  monies  which  ought 
to  be  first  applied  in  satisfaction  cS  the  bond ;  and  that 
the  amount  of  what  was  justly  payable  in  respect  of 
that  part  of  the  cargo  which  belonged  to  the  Plaintiffs, 
might  be  ascertained,  they  ofiering  to  pay  what  should 
appear  to  be  so  payable;  and  in  the  meantime  they 
asked  for  an  injunction  to  restrain  the  proceedings  in 
the  Admiralty  Court. 

The  Defendants  M^Calmonis  by  their  answer  denied 
all  fraud ;  they  stated  that  they  were  ready  to  allow  the 
amount  of  freight  payable  by  themselves  or  their  firms 
amounting  to  about  433/.  in  the  usual  way,  and  insisted 
that  this  Court  neither  had,  nor  ought  to  have  any 
jurisdiction  as  to  the  subject  matter  of  this  suit,  espe- 
cially having  regard  to  the  state  of  the  proceedings  in 
the  Admiralty  Court,  and  the  security  given  by  the 
Plaintifi  to  the  parties  suing  them  there. 

Ff2  The 
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1840.  The  Plaintiffs  now  moTed  for  an  injunction  in  the 

^!!r*^^^*'^    terms  above  stated. 
Duncan 

M'CALMoifi*.  i^r  Pemberton,  Mr.  5.  Sharpe,  and  Mr.  Bob  in  sup- 
port of  the  motion,  contended,  that  the  nature  of  the 
transaction  was  such  as  to  be  open  to  the  greatest 
suspicion,  and  that  an  opportunity  ought  therefore  to 
be  given  of  having  it  fully  investigated.  A  charge  of 
50002.  was  attempted  to  be  thrown  upon  the  owners  of 
the  cargo,  for  the  repairs  of  a  ship  which  had  been  after- 
wards sold  for  1675/.  only.  The  bottomry  bond,  at  a 
very  high  rate  of  interest,  had  been  given  to  Messrs. 
M^CalmofUf  the  agents  at  Pemambuco  for  Messrs.  Ben^ 
son  the  owner,  and  was  signed  by  the  master,  a  person 
wholly  under  the  controul  of  the  agents,  and  without 
the  concurrence  of  the  shippers,  and  now  it  was  sought 
by  these  agents  to  charge  the  greater  part  of  the 
amount  against  the  shippers.  It  did  not  appear  that 
the  advances  had  been  wholly  made  on  the  security  of 
the  ship,  which  was  necessary  for  the  validity  of  a 
bottomry  bond.  The  Augusta  (a),  and  this,  too>  was  a 
proper  subject  for  investigation. 

They  contended,  that  the  Court  had  jurisdiction  to 
interfere  in  all  cases  where  securities  had  been  im- 
properly obtained,  and  even  when  the  subject  related  to 
matters  usually  determined  in  the  Admiralty  Court, 
GlascoH  V.  Lang  (i),  Dobson  v.  LyaU.  {c)  That  the  Ad- 
miralty Court  in  its  proceeding  *^  by  act  on  petition," 
decided  on  affidavits  only,  and  had  not  the  means  of 
effectually  dealing  with  a  matter  so  complicated  as  the 
present,  where  it  was  necessary  to  have  a  full  discovery 
*     from  the  parties,  and  the  evidence  of  witnesses  abroad ; 

besides 
(a)  1  Dod.  885.  (c)  Rolls,  JaHuary  1837. 
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besides  which  it  had  not  efiectual  jurisdiction  to  compel       1840* 

the  owners  of  the  other  part  of  the  homeward  cargo  to 

contribute^  nor  could  it  settle  the  equities  as  against 

Messrs.  Benson  the  owners,  who  had  abandoned  the   M*Calmont. 

ship/and  had  not  appeared  in  the  suit  in  the  Admiralty 

Court.   That  for  these  reasons,  the  investigations  would 

be  much  more  effectual  and  complete  in  this  Court. 

Mr.  Kinderslej/f  Mr.  Turner^  and  Mr.  RoupeU^  contrite 
for  Messrs.  M*Calmontf  contended  that  there  appeared 
no  fraud  in  the  transaction ;  that  the  question  depended 
on  maritime  law  and  the  usage  of  merchants,  and  was 
a  subject  peculiar  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Admiralty 
Court.  That  there  was  no  reason  for  interfering  with 
the  proceedings  in  the  Admiralty  Court,  which  had 
possession  of  the  suit  and  of  the  produce  of  the  ship 
and  freight,  and  had  ample  powers  to  determine  the 
several  questions  arising  in  it.  It  had  jurisdiction  *-  to 
consider  if  a  bond  is  fraudulent,''  and  ^'  if  it  should 
happen  that  there  were  any  unfair  charges,  they  would 
be  referred  to  the  registrar  and  merchants,  and  be  re- 
duced ;"  Tartar  (a),  The  Jacob,  (b)  So,  « if  the  charges 
were  a  matter  of  dispute ; "  Alexander,  (c) 

The  following  cases  were  also  cited:  — As  to  the 
amount  of  interest  charged,  La  Ysabcl  (J),  where  45 
per  cent,  was  allowed.  As  to  the  proceeding  by  act  on 
petition,  Ville  de  Varsovie  {e) :  to  shew  that  a  bottomry 
bond  given  to  a  consignee  was  not  invalid,  Nelson  {g) : 
and  that  the  Admiralty  Court  will  not  decide  the  right 
to  property.  The  Aurora  (A),  TTie  Guardian  (i).  The 
other  cases  referred  to  were  Calypso  {k\  Barbara.  (/) 

Mr. 

(a)  1  Hag.  Ad,  E.  I,  (g)  Hag.  Adm.  Rep.  169. 

\b)  4  RMmoth^  345.  (A)  S  Rob.  155. 

(c)  1  JDoJ.378.  (i)  /A.  95. 

\d)  1  Dod.  S75.  {k)  5  Hag.  165. 

(e)  8  Dod.  174.  (/)  4  Rob,  1. 

F/S 
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Mr.  Hallf  fer  Messrs.  Benson^  did  not  take  ny  p«t 
in  the  discassion. 


DUKCAM 

M-Calmowt.       Mp^  PemberUm,  in  reply. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  postponed  giving  judg« 
ment 


1841. 
Feb,  92. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls,  after  stating  the  abore 
circumstances,  said : 

For  the  Plaintifis  it  is  alleged  that  the  mere  circam- 
stance  of  a  bond  for  8558/.  125.  4<f.  being  given  for  the 
repairs  of  a  ship  at  PemambucOf  which  ship  on  its 
voyage  from  England  had,  together  with  its  tackle, 
apparel,  and  stores,  been  insured  for  only  4500/.,  and 
which  ship  after  the  repairs  and  a  single  voyage  from 
Peniamhuco  to  Liverpool^  was  sold  for  only  1675/^,  is, 
of  itself,  evidence  either  of  fraud  or  of  such  improvident 
conduct  that  the  circumstances  ought  to  be  investigated 
before  any  payment  is  enforced. 

There  are  in  the  bill  various  charges  of  facts  and 
circumstances  tending  to  shew  either  that  a  fivud  was 
wilfully  committed,  or,  at  least,  that  there  was  such  an 
entire  neglect  of  the  interests  of  the  owners  of  the 
cargo,  and  such  an  absence  of  all  necessity  for  resorting 
to  a  bottomry  bond  affecting  the  cargo,  that  the  Plain- 
tiffs, as  owners  of  the  cargo,  ought  not  to  be  held  liable 
for  the  bond. 


The  answers  deny  the  truth  of  most,  if  not  all,  these 
charges;  and  certainly,  if  this  case  were  to  be  decided 
merely  upon  the  facts  stated  or  admitted  in  the  answer, 
the  Plaintiffs  would  not  be  entitled  to  the  decree  which 
they  ask;  but  the  circumstances  require  explanation, 

and. 
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and,  in  the  absence  of  such  explanation  as  may  possibly        1841. 

be  hereafter  affordedi  give  rise  to  very  strong  suspicion.     ^"tT'^^'^^ 

There  seems  great  reason  to  believe,  that  the  ship  was  ^ 

insured  by  the  owners  for  more  than  its  worth,  and  con-   M'Cauiowt. 

sequently,  that  the  owners  and  their  agent,  the  master, 

had  no  interest  to  see  that  unnecessary  expense  was  not 

incurred ;  and  after  making  allowance  for  part  of  the 

expense  being  incurred,  not  in  repairing  the  ship,  but 

in  taking  care  of  the  cargo,  the  expenditure,  whether 

considered  with  reference  to  the  insured  value  of  the 

ship  or  to  the  value  as  realised  by  the  subsequent  sale^ 

appears  to  be  such  as  could  scarcely  have  been  incurred 

in  a  prudent  management  of  the  business.    M^Cabnont 

and  Co.,  having  acted  as  agents  of  the  ship,  by  the 

authority  of  the  master,  given  to  him  by  the  owners,  - 

may  be  considered  as  the  agents  of  the  owners ;  and  it 

would  be  extraordinary  if  the  owners,  having  insured 

the  ship  for  more  than  its  value,  could  get  it  repaired 

at  an  expense  beyond  the  value  of  the  ship  and  freight, 

and  throw  the  excess  upon  the  owners  of  the  cargo. 

It  is  said  that  the  shippers  must  have  seen  the  repairs 

going  on ;  but  it  does  not  appear  that  any  notice  was 

given  them  that  the  cargo  would  be  in  any  way  liable 

for  the  repairs.     How  the  fact  may  really  stand,  must 

depend  on  the  evidence  to  be  hereafter  adduced ;  but  I 

am  of  opinion,  that  upon  the  statements  made  in  the 

affidavits  and  in  the  pleadings,  there  is  sufficient  to 

shew  that  the  Plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  have  this  case 

investigated  in  a  court  of  equity ;  and  this  Court  having 

jurisdiction  to  give  relief  upon  bottomry  bonds  which 

have  been  improperly  obtained,  the  only  question  is, 

whether  the  jurisdiction  ought  to  be  exercised  after  such 

proceedings  as  have  already  taken  place  in  the  Court  of 

Admiralty. 

Before  this  bill  was  filed,  the  cargo  had  been  arrested, 

and  afterwards  released  on  puttmg  in  bail  to  the  amount 

JF/4  of 
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1841.       of  75OOL9  under  the  authority  of  the  Court  of  Ad- 

^^TTy"^     miralty.  *•  An  act  on  petition''  had  been  brought  by  the 

p.  Defendants  on  the  requisition  of  the  Plaintiffi.    The 

M'Calmont.   gjjjp  ^^  ordered  to  be  sold,  and  the  freight  payable 

on  the  goods  of  the  Phuntiffs,  ordered  to  be  brought 

into  Court. 

The  Defendants,  APCalmonif  brothers,  and  Co.,  as 
consignees  of  M'CcUmont  and  Co.,  obtamed  posses- 
sion of  their  goods  without  giving  any  bsul ;  and  the 
freights  payable  on  these  goods  has  not  been  paid  into 
the  Court  of  Admiralty* 

The  Plaintiffs,  moreover,  claim  to  have  the  outward 
freight  of  the  ship,  together  with  the  homeward  freight 
and  the  proceeds  of  the  ship,  applied  in  reduction  of 
what,  if  any  thing,  is  really  due  on  the  bond,  before  the 
cargo  is  resorted  to ;  but  the  outward  freight  was  re- 
ceived by  the  owners,  and  there  is  no  proceeding  in  the 
Admiralty  Court  in  respect  thereof. 

The  first  question  to  be  tried  is,  whether  the  bond  is 
valid ;  and  if  so,  what  is  the  amount  payable  upon  iU 
Supposing  the  bond  to  be  valid,  the  objects  will  be— - 

First  To  realise  and  apply  all  the  funds  which  ought 
to  be  applied  in  reduction  of  the  claim,  before  the  cargo 
is  resorted  to,  including  the  freight  payable  on  the 
goods  shipped  by  M^Calmont  and  Co.,  and,  as  the  Plain- 
tiff contend,  the  outward  freight. 

Secondly.  To  apportion  the  sum  which  may  remain 
chargeable  on  the  cargo  between  and  amongst  the  goods 
of  the  Plaintiffs,  in  respect  of  which  they  have  given 
bail  to  the  amount  of  7500/.,  and  the  goods  which  were 
consigned  to  and  have  been  received  by  M^Calmoni^ 

brothers^ 
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brothers^  and  Co^  but  in  respect  of  which  no  security 
has  been  iriven.  _ 

These  are  objects  which  this  Court  has  power  to  ■M'Caijiont. 
efiect,  if  it  should^  in  the  result  of  this  cause  appear  to 
be  just  to  do  so. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  Court  of  Admiralty  has  juris- 
diction to  decide  whether  the  bond  is  valid  or  not,  and 
if  the  bond  be  valid,  to  ascertain  by  reference  to  the 
registrar  and  merchants  what  sum  is  justly  payable  in 
respect  of  it.  The  Court  of  Admiralty  can  well  deal 
with  the  purchase-money  which  it  has,  and  also  with  the 
value  of  the  Plaintiffs'  goods  for  which  bail  was  given, 
and  I  apprehend  that  it  is  not  powerless  with  respect 
to  the  freight  of  the  goods  consigned  to  M^Cabnontf 
brothers,  and  Co.,  or  even  with  respect  to  the  outward 
cargo,  because  the  Court  may  refuse  to  give  to  M^Cal^ 
fnontf  brothers,  and  Co.  any  relief,  unless  they,  who  are 
the  actors  in  the  admiralty  suit,  consent  to  do  what  is 
just  and  equitable  on  their  part,  to  take  all  necessary 
steps  to  bring  proper  parties  before  the  Court,  and  raise 
all  such  questions  as  are  necessary  to  enable  the  Court 
to  do  complete  justice  to  the  parties  who  are  sought  to 
be  charged.  But  still  it  does  not  appear  that  the  Court 
of  Admiralty  can,  so  conveniently,  directly,  and  effectually 
as  this  Court  can,  compel  the  defendants  to  do  all  that  is 
necessary  for  the  full  and  satisfactory  investigation  and 
determination  of  the  rights  of  these  parties. 

Nothing  was  done  towards  determining  the  rights  of 
the  parties  in  the  Admiralty  Court  before  the  filing  of 
this  bill.  The  Defendants  had  obtained  bail  for  the 
amount  of  the  Plaintiffs'  goods,  the  amount  of  freight 
on  the  Plaintifis'  goods  had  been  brought  into  court, 
and  a  commission  had  issued  for  sale  of  the  ship,  and 

although 
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.1841*  althongh  Ae  ship  had  been  sold,  tbe  oommisskm  had  not 
been  returned.  The  Defendant's  *<  act  on  petition  **  was 
brought  in  in  Mayt  but  nothing  was  done  upon  it.  It 
is  therefore  evident,  that  the  proceedings  in  the  Court 
of  Admkalty  are  not  now  in  a  state  so  effisctive  for  the 
investigation  of  the  matters  in  question  as  the  prooeed- 
ings  in  this  Court,  even  in  this  early  stage  of  them,  now 
are. 

It  is  true,  that  the  proceeding  "  by  act  on  petition"  was 
adopted  at  the  instance  of  the  Plaintifis,  but  this  was 
long  before  it  appeared,  that  the  value  of  the  ship  was 
so  much  less  than  might  have  been  reasonably  expected, 
and  at  this  time  the  only  proceeding  is  by  '*  act  on  peti- 
tion,'* which  Sir  William  Scott  (a)  describes  as  "  a  sum- 
mary mode  of  proceeding  in  which  the  parties  state  their 
respective  cases  briefly,  and  support  their  statement  by 
affidavits,  a  form  convenient  enough  in  matters  of  slight 
interest  and  not  of  very  delicate  investigation."  Conceiv- 
ing that,  upon  a  proper  case  being  made  out,  and  upon 
certain  terms,  the  form  of  proceeding  in  the  Admiralty 
Court  might  even  now  be  altered  and  made  more  effec- 
tive for  the  investigation  of  such  a  case  as  this,  it  is  I 
think  sufficient  for  me  to  say,  that  the  proceedings  in 
the  form  now  adopted  cannot  be  well  adapted  to  a  case, 
which  appears  to  me  to  require  evidence  which  it  might 
be  wholly  impossible  to  obtain  on  affidavit 

It  was  suggested  that  a  difficulty  might  arise  in  con- 
sequence of  the  money  being  paid  into  court,  and  the 
bail  being  given  under  the  authority  of  the  Admiralty 
Court ;  but  upon  this  point  it  does  not  seem  to  me  that 
any  doubt  ought  to  be  entertained.  In  a  case  before  Sir 
Wiliiam  Sdott  (6),  where  he  refused  to  exercise  the  juris- 
diction 

(a)  rUk  de  Varsmc,  2  Dodt.        {fi)  The  Guardian,  3  Eob,9i, 

184. 


M'Galhont. 
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diction  in  a  question  of  property,  he  expressed  himself       1841. 
thus :  '*  It  is  a  case  entirely  proper  for  the  discussion  of     ^^^*^ 
other  courts,  to  which  this  Court  (t.  e.  the  Court  of  Ad-  v, 

miralty)  will  undoubtedly  be  auxiliary  in  handing  over 
the  property  as  soon  as  it  is  determined  in  whom  it 
legally  resides,  if  the  use  of  its  process  can  be  deemed 
serviceable  to  justice  in  carrying  their  judgments  upon 
that  point  into  direct  execution;''  and  I  can  scarcely 
conceive  a  case  in  which  any  court,  in  the  exercise  of  its 
own  jurisdiction,  would  have  reluctance  to  assist  any 
other  court  in  the  administration  of  justice. 

On  the  whole,  therefore,  this  being  a  case  in  which  it 
appears  to  me,  that  the  transaction  ought  to  be  satisfac- 
torily investigated,  before  the  Plaintiffs  are  compelled  to 
pay  what  may  be  due  from  them  on  the  bond : — ^this  Court 
having  jurisdiction  over  the  subject-matter,  and  having 
the  means  of  complete  investigation  and  of  effectually 
doing  justice  between  the  parties : — the  proceedings  in  the 
Admiralty  Court  being  now  in  such  a  state  that  (whatever 
power  there  may  be  to  adopt  a  different  course  of  pro- 
ceeding), the  investigation  cannot  be  satisfactorily  con- 
ducted, and  there  being  equities,  the  determination  of 
which  can  be  satisfactorily  secured  in  this  Court  only, 
I  am  of  opinion  that  the  injunction  asked  for  must  be 
granted. 


Notb;  —  The  judgment  was,  in  principle,  affirmed  by  Lord  CW- 
tenham,  on  the  Sd  of  JH^ttfM84l. 
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^^-  ^-  WILLATS  V.  BUSBY. 

A  cause  stood  nPHIS  was  a  bill  filed  for  the  specific  performance  of 

ofJaS™^  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  a  freehold  estate.    When 

one  of  such     the  cause  came  on  for  hearing,  upon  the  6th  o{  August 

brought^      1840,  it  was  found  that  all  the  necessary  parties  were 

foretheCourt,  not  before  the  Court:  and  the  cause  was  ordered  to 

but  another 

was  out  of  the  stand  over,  for  the  purpose  of  the  Plaintifi^  taking  such 

^ibmy  was     ^^^^  **  ^^^  ""'S^*^  ^  advised  with  respect  to  the  absent 

^ven  to  enter  parties. 

into  evidence 

as  to  the  for* 

mer,  and  to         The  Plaintiff  accordingly  enforced  the  appearance 

Utter  out  of    <^nd  answer  of  Edward  Sdater  Busby^  one  of  such  par- 
jurisdiction.     ^^^  ^^^  ^^  cause  was  now  at  issue  as  to  him,  but 
Daoid  William  Busily^  the  other  party,  was  still  out  of 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court,  and  had  not  appeared. 

It  was  now  moved,  on  behalf  of  the  Plaintiff,  that  she 
might  be  at  liberty  to  exhibit  interrogatories  to  prove  Da-^ 
vid  W.  Busby  out  of  the  jurisdiction ;  and  that  she  might 
be  at  liberty,  as  against  Edward  &  Budy^  to  examine 
the  several  witnesses  who  had  been  examined  against 
the  Defendant  as  to  whom  the  suit  was  before  at  issue, 
and  such  other  witnesses  as  the  Plaintiff  might  be  ad- 
vised ;  and  that  Edward  S.  Busby  might  be  at  liberty  to 
cross-examine  such  witnesses,  and  to  examine  such  wit- 
nesses by  interrogatories,  or  as  he  might  think  fit,  and 
for  a  commission. 

Mr.  Pemherton  and  Mr.  James  Bussell,  in  support  of 
the  motion. 


Mr. 
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Mr.  Bactmt  cantrip  contended  that  the  application  was 
irr^ular,  and  that  the  iPIaintiff  ought  to  take  steps  to 
compel  the  appearance  of  the  parties  out  of  the  juris- 
diction,  which  might  be  done  under  the  recent  statutes. 

T%e  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  do  not  consider  this  application  irregular.  It  is  a 
great  misfortune  that  the  Plaintiff  cannot  compel  the 
parties  out  of  the  jurisdiction  to  appear  and  answer ; 
but  I  think  he  is  entitled,  as  against  those  who  have 
appeared,  to  have  the  opportunity  of  proving  his  case ; 
and  as  to  those  abroad,  he  b  entitled  to  prove  them  to 
be  out  of  the  jurisdiction. 


BAINBRIGGE  v.  BLAIR.  i«^»: 

Jan*  14. 
nPHE  testator,  who  died  in  1818,  devised  and  be-  A  receiver, 
"^    queathed  his  real  and  personal  estate  to  three  Jp^^"ed^° 
trustees,  upon  trust,  after  payment  of  his  debts  and  cer-  consequence 
tain  legacies,  for  the  Plaintiff  for  life,  with  remainder  to  conduct  and 

her  first  and  other  sons  in  tail.     The  Plaintiff  filed  this  incapadty  of 

trustees  under 
bill  for  the  administration  of  the  estate,  and  in  18S5  awill,dis- 

applied  for  a  receiver  of  the  estates,  which  was  granted,  ^l^*\^^ 

on  the  grounds  of  the  misconduct  of  one,  and  the  in-  ment  of  new 

capacity,   through   age,  of  the    other   trustee.      Mr.  ^^^^^^^ 

Blair^  one  of  the  trustees,  became  bankrupt,  and  a  sup-  ,  A  receiver 

plemental  bill  being  filed,   the  several   trustees   were  for  the  bene- 

removed,  and  new  trustees  had  been  appointed  under  fitofallpar- 

ties  interested^ 
the  sanction  of  the  Court  (a),  and  the  estates  conveyed  and  will  not 
♦*x  *k^««  therefore  be 

^  ^*'«'"-  discharged, 

•  merely  on  the 

The  tenant  for  life  died  in  18S8,  and  her  eldest  son,  appDcation  of 

the  party  at 
who  was  entitled  to  the  estate,  subject  to  the  charges,  whose  in- 

ruMMT  stance  he  was 
^^  appointed, 
(a)  1  Btavan^  495. 
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1841.  now  applied  by  petition  to  discharge  the  receiver,  on 
the  ground  that  the  trustees  were  willing  to  act^  and 
that  the  expense  of  the  receiver,  which  amounted  to 
140/.  a  year,  would  be  saved  thereby. 

There  were  charges  amounting  to  10,0001  on  the 
estate,  besides  the  legacies  given  by  the  will  of  the  tes- 
tator, and  debts  to  the  amount  of  5000L  To  answor 
this,  there  were  89002.  consols  to  the  credit  of  the  caus^ 
and  the  estate  produced  20002.  a  year.  No  rqport  had 
been  made  by  the  Master  of  the  debts  and  legacies. 
The  legatees,  whose  l^[acies  were  charged  on  the  real 
estate,  were  parties  to  the  suit   ' 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.Danielf  in  support  of  the 
petition,  contended  that,  as  responsible  persons,  approved 
by  the  Court,  had  been  appointed  trustees,  and  were 
willing  to  act  gratuitously,  there  was  no  reason  to  con- 
tinue the  receiver  at  the  expense  of  the  tenant  in  tail: 
that  the  receiver  had  been  appointed  on  the  application 
of  the  Plaintiff  alone,  on  the  ground  of  the  misconduct 
of  the  former  trustees;  and  this  ground  having  been 
removed,  ^that  the  necessity  for  burthening  the  estate 
with  the  expense  of  a  receiver  had  ceased.  The  trus- 
tees would  undertake  to  pay  the  money  into  Court  in 
the  same  way  as  the  receiver  had  done. 

Mr.  5.  Sharpe  for  the  legatees,  who  were  the  only 
parties  who  resisted  tlie  application,  contended,  that 
when  a  receiver  is  appointed  by  the  Court,  he  is 
so  appointed  on  behalf  of  all  parties,  and  not  of  the 
Plaintiff  only.  Davis  v.  The  Duke  of  Marlborough  {a). 
That  the  l^atees  had  priority  over  the  estate  of  the 
tenant  in  tail,  and  were  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the 

receiver, 
(a)  2  Swans.  108. 
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reoeiTer.  In  Murrough  t.  French  (a)  it  was  held,  that 
'<  if  there  are  prior  creditors  parties  in  a  cause,  having 
daims  on  the  estate,  and  the  Court  by  appointing  a 
receiver,  interferes  with  their  rights,  though  the  PUin- 
tiff  may  dismiss  his  bill,  yet  the  Court  will  protect  the 
rights  of  such  creditors,  parties  in  the  cause,  by  con- 
tinuing the  receiver,  putting  the  persons  so  protected 
under  terms  to  file  a  bill  forthwith."  Here,  the  le* 
gatees,  relying  on  the  security  of  the  receiver,  had  had 
no  opportunity  of  satisfymg  themselves  of  the  solvency 
and  fitness  of  the  new  trustees :  that  the  continuance  of 
the  receiver  was  the  only  mode  of  compelling  the 
Phuntiff  to  press  forward  the  cause,  and  widiout  dne 
the  legatees  might  be  indefinitely  delayed.  He  asked, 
if  the  receiver  should  be  discharged,  then  that  the 
trustees  might  enter  into  their  own  recognizances  for 
duly  accounting  for  their  receipts. 

Mr.  Pemberion  in  reply. 

*  The  legatees  are  parties  to  the  cause,  and  were  pre- 
sent at  all  the  proceedings ;  they  are,  therefore,  aware 
of  the  fitness  of  the  trustees. 

7^  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

There  is  no  doubt,  that  where  a  receiver  is  appointed 

under  the  authority  of  the  Court,  he  is  appointed  for  the 

benefit  of  all  parties  interested ;  and  therefore  he  will  not 

be  discharged  merely  on  the  application  of  the  party 

at  whose  instance  he  was  appointed.     This,  however,  is 

not  a  case  in  which  it  is  proposed  to  deprive  one  party 

of  the  protection  he  has  by  means  of  the  receiver; 

but  what  is  asked  is,  that  the  trustees  should  occupy 

the  place  of  the  receiver,  and  receive  the  rents  and 

profits,  and  apply  them  in  the  same  way  as  the  receiver 

has  been  directed  to  apply  them.    The  only  way  in 

which 
(a)  SJIfo0c»y,498. 
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164L  ^  which  the  parties  can  be  prejudiced  is  this,  that  whereas 
the  receiver  had  given  security  for  the  due  performance 
of  his  du^9  the  trustees  would  perform  it  in  the  ex- 
ecution of  their  trust,  and  without  giving  such  security. 
It  is  said,  that  these  trustees  have  been  appointed  in  the 
absence  of  the  persons  who  now  oppose  this  applica- 
tion ;  the  answer  is,  that  the  latter  were  parties  to  the 
cause,  and  were  served  with  all  the  proceedings;  the 
rejoinder  is,  **  we  had  no  occasion  to  look  at  the 
character  or  responsibility  of  the  new  trustees,  because 
there  was  a  receiver  in  whom  we  rely."  What  I 
have  to  consider  is,  that  one  party  ought  to  have 
proper  protection,  and  the  other  ought  not  to  be  un- 
necessarily charged  with  the  costs  of  a  receiver :  and  I 
think  I  ought  not  to  continue  the  receiver,  if  I  am 
satisfied  that  he  may  be  discharged  without  injury 
to  the  legatees.  The  question  then  comes  to  this, 
whether  there  is  sufficient  reliance  to  be  placed  in  the 
trustees.  It  would  be  quite  a  different  case  if  the  re- 
ceiver were  discharged,  and  the  owner  thereby  put  in 
possession ;  that  is  not  the  proposal  here,  it  is  proposed 
by  means  of  the  trustees,  to  do  without  expense  that 
which  is  done  by  the  receiver  at  the  expense  of  the 
owner  of  the  estate ;  and  the  only  question  is,  whether 
it  can  be  properly  and  satisfactorily  done.  If  any  ob- 
jections were  shewn  to  the  trustees,  I  would  not  grant 
the  application.  In  the  absence  of  any  personal  ob- 
jections to  the  trustees,  and  on  the  understanding  that 
they  will  perform  this  duty  gratuitously,  I  am  disposed 
to  discharge  the  receiver. 


His  Lordship  discharged  the  receiver,  the 
trustees  undertaking,  without  entering  into 
recognizances,  to  receive  and  to  pass  their 
accounts  half  yearly  before  the  Master  in 
the  same  way  as  the  receiver. 
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1S41. 

The  ATTORNEY-GENERAL  v.  KERR.  Jan.  i4. 

Tl  Y  the  decree,  the  costSi  as  between  party  and  party,  The  papers  in 

were  ordered  to  be  paid  by  the  Defendants.     In  accidentally 
the  taxation  of  the  costs,  it  appeared  that  during  the  **^"' '"  ^'?® 
progress  of  the  suit,  the  offices  of  the  relator's  solicitor,  relator's  soli- 
which  were  situate  in  the,7>/wtpfc,  had  been  accidentally  oIhcc  copie^^ 
burnt,  together  with  the  papers  in  the  cause,  and  it  had  became  necci- 
therefore  become  necessary  to  have  second  copies  of  the  h^7ring  of*the 
proceedings  in  the  cause,  the  charges  for  which  were  «»"*«•    A  de- 
disallowed  by  the  Master  on  taxation,  he  being  of  opi-  ^ards  pro- 

nion  that  the  loss  ought  not  to  fail  on  the  Defendant.       nounced 

^  against  the 

Defendant, 

This  was  a  petition  by  way  of  appeal  from  the  Master's  J^^J^^^n  pwty 

decision,  and   seeking  to   have  the  costs  in  question  and  party. 

,1         1  Held,  that  the 

allowed.  extracosts 

occasioned  by 
«,     ^     _  .  «   -  .  ,  ,    ,    this  accident 

Mr.  Pembeffon^  \n  support  of  the  petition,  contended,  ought  not  to 

that  as  the  Defendants  had  failed  in  their  defence,  and  ^  ^^^  ^^ 

.      .  theDefend- 

were  wrong  from  the  begmnmg,  they  ought,  under  the  ant. 
decree,  to  pay  the  whole  of  the  costs,  which  had  been 
necessarily  incurred  in  bringing  the  cause  on  before  the 
Court  for  adjudication :  that  the  papers  having  been  de^ 
stroyed  through  no  fault  or  misconduct  of  the  solicitor, 
had  necessarily  been  supplied,  and  that  the  expense, 
which  had  been  occasioned  by  the  resistance  of  the  De* 
fendants  to  a  just  demand,  ought  to  be  borne  by  them. 
That,  in  a  case  analogous  in  principle,  the  point  had 
been  finally  settled  by  the  practice  of  the  Master's 
office:  for,  generally,  the  fees  of  two  counsel  only 
were  allowed,  but  where,  by  the  advancement  to  the 
bench  of  one  of  the  counsel  who  had  been  retained,  it 
became  necessary  to  instruct  a  third,  the  three  fees 
Vol.111.  Gg  were 
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184i.  were  allowed.  In  that  case,  as  in  the  present,  the 
clients  were  by  accident  deprived  of  the  services  of  one 
of  the  counsel  they  had  retained,  and  the  losing  party 
was  held  bound  to  bear  the  burthen  of  the  accident. 

Mr.  G.  Turner  and  Mr.  B.  Pany,  contra. 

These  are  extra  cos/Sf  which  were  ordered  by  the 
decree  to  be  paid  out  of  the  fund,  and  ought  not  there- 
fore to  be  charged  against  the  Defendant.  It  is  said 
they  are  necessarily  incidental  to  the  prosecution  of  the 
suit,  so  it  might  be  said  if  the  Plaintiff  appointed  a 
new  solicitor ;  but  the  expenses  incurred  in  making  him 
acquainted  with  the  nature  of  the  suit  would  not  fall  on 
the  Defendants*  If  this  application  be  granted,  the  de- 
cision must  lead  to  this,  that  a  person  ordered  to  pay 
taxed  costs  is  liable  for  every  accidental  loss,  as  if  the 
papers  were  stolen ;  besides  this,  the  loss  arises  from 
matter  foreign  to  the  suit,  and  is  not  like  the  case  put 
of  counsels'  fees,  which  are  incidental  to  the  suit:  and 
the  parties  might  have  insured  against  loss  by  fire. 
If  a  defendant  is  liable  for  the  loss  by  fire  of  his  ad- 
versary's papers  while  in  his  solicitor's  offices,  he  would 
have  an  interest  in  the  plaintiff's  papers,  and  con- 
sequently a  right  to  see  to  their  protection,  he  might 
then  go  to  the  solicitor,  and  insist  on  their  being  pro- 
perly taken  care  of.  This  absurdity  of  such  an  inters 
ference,  shews  that  the  party  in  the  hands  of  whose 
agent  the  papers  were  destroyed,  must  bear  the  loss. 

Mr.  Pembertonj  in  reply. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

There  are  many  classes  or  degrees  of  costs  :  the  late 
Clerk  in  Court,  Mr.  Jackson,  computed  not  less  than 
seven,  (a)    In  this  case  the  Defendants  are  charged  with 

the 

(a)  Chancery  CommMon  Report,  Appendix  B.  No.  S4.  p.  55S. 
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the  costs  of  the  cause  as  between  party  and  party,  and  the 
question  is,  whether  they  are  to  be  charged  with  every 
expense  necessarily  incurred  in  the  cause,  though  arising 
from  accidental  circumstances  over  which  they  have  no 
control,  and  for  the  loss  of  property  to  which  they 
could  afford  no  protection  ?  I  am  sorry  to  hear  that  the 
case  as  to  counsel  has  ever  given  rise  to  any  question, 
but  I  do  not  think  tlie  case  analogous.  If  I  were  to 
grant  this  application,  I  must  lay  down  the  rule  that 
when  any  additional  expense  is  necessarily  incurred  by 
a  plaintiff  in  the  prosecution  of  the  suit,  that  expense 
ought  to  be  part  of  the  costs  of  the  suit  as  between 
party  and  party.   I  must  dismiss  this  petition  with  costs. 


1841. 


The  Attobnvy-Genbeal  o. 
Kebr.  —  After  judgment  had 
been  given  in  this  case,  see  S 
Seavan,  420^  the  terms  of  the 
decree  as  to  compensation  to 
Dr.  JTerr's  estate,  became  the 
subject  of  considerable  discus- 
sion. The  following  is  an  ex- 
tract of  the  decree  as  ultimately 
settled:  — 

''And  his  lordship  doth  de- 
clare, that  the  estate  of  the  said 
WU&am  Kerr  w\\\,  upon  the  de- 
termination of  the  said  term 
granted  by  the  said  lease  of  the 
4th  of  January  1 769,  be  entitled 
to  have  allowed  out  of  the  cha^ 
rity  estate,  compensation  for  the 
increased  annual  value,  if  any, 
to  the  charity  at  the  time  of 
the  determination  of  the  term 
granted  by  such  lease  of  the  said 
lands  and  prembes  comprised 
therein,  arising  from  or  occa- 
sioned by  the  expenditure  of 
the  said  WilHam  Kerr  and  the 

Gg 


said  liary  Kerr  after  his  de- 
cease, before  the  filing  of  the  in- 
formation in  the  first  above 
mentioned  cause,  in  and  upon 
the  said  land  and  premises,  be- 
yond what  the  annual  value  of 
the  said  land  and  premises  would 
have  been  to  the  said  charity  at 
the  time  of  the  determination  of 
such  last  mentioned  lease,  sup- 
posing the  covenants  therein  Extract  from 
contained  to  have  been  duly  decree, 
performed ;  such  compensation, 
if  any,  to  be  computed  with  re- 
ference to  the  additional  term 
intended  or  expressed  to  be 
granted  by  the  said  lease  of  the 
18th  of  December  1784.  And  the 
said  Mary  Kerr,  or  any  party 
or  parties  therein  interested,  are 
to  be  at  liberty  to  apply  to  this 
Court  when  such  order  shall  be 
made,  upon  the  footing  of  the 
said  declaration,  as  the  case  may 
require." 
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Jan.  14. 


GOOCH  V.  HAWORTH. 


A.  B.  had  ob- 
tained an 
order  in  the 
Exchequer  for 
payment  of 
costs,  against 
a  party  to  a 
nut  in  this 
Court,  who 
was  tenant  for 
life  of  certain 
property  over 
which  a  re- 
ceiver had 
been  ap- 
pointed, with 
directions  to 
pay  her  the 
rents.    The 
Court  gave 
leave  to  A, 
B,t  notwith- 
standing the 
appointment 
of  receiver,  to 
sue  out  and 
execute  such 
writs  as  he 
might  be 
advised. 


TN  18S3  Sarah  Haworth  instituted  a  suit  in  the  equity 
side  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  which,  at  the  hear- 
ing in  May  1840,  was  dismissed  with  costs,  to  be  paid 
to  Fanny  Bostock^  a  Defendant  in  that  suit.  The  costs 
were  afterwards  taxed  at  the  sum  of  398/. ;  the  cer- 
tificate of  taxation  was  dated  the  8th  of  July  1840. 

Under  the  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  110.  s.  20.,  and  the  Gene- 
ral Orders  of  the  Court  of  flxchequer  (a],  JParaity  Bos- 
lock  became  entitled  to  issue  a  writ  of  ^fiert  facias  or 
elegit.  By  the  same  act,  sect  11.,  the  sheriff  under  an 
elegit  is  authorised  to  make  and  deliver  execution  unto 
the  party  suing,  of  all  such  lands,  &c.,  as  the  person 
against  whom  execution  should  be  sued,  or  any  person 
in  trust  for  him,  should  have  been  seized,  &c« ;  and  it 
was  also  enacted  by  the  eighteenth  section,  that  all 
decrees  and  orders  of  courts  of  equity,  &c.,  whereby 
any  money  or  costs  should  be  payable,  should  ha?e  the 
effect  of  judgments  in  the  &i|iperior  Courts  of  common 
law. 


Fanny  Bostock  presented  a  petition  in  the  above  suit 
of  Gooch  V.  Haworihy  which  bad  been  instituted  in  this 
Court,  stating  these  circumstances,  and  that  Sarah  Ha^ 
worthy  who  was  residing  in  France^  had  no  other  pro- 
perty of  any  kind  in  this  kingdom  whereon  levy  could 
be  made  for  the  said  costs,  except  a  life  interest  in  the 
real  estate  of  Peter  Everitt  Mestaer,  the  testator  in  the 
cause,  which,  by  virtue  of  orders  made  in  this  cause 

{Gooch 
(a)  3  Younge^Col,  App.  iv. 
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{Goock  y.  HatBorth)  y^ere  under  the  management^  and        1841. 
in  the  possession  of  the  receiver  of  the  Court.     The 
rents  of  the  estate  were,  by  order  of  the  Court,  paid  by 
the  receiver  to  Sarah  HawortAj  the  tenant  for  life. 

The  petition  also  stated,  that  if  the  estate  had  not 
been  in  the  hands  and  possession  of  the  receiver  of  this 
Court,  the  petitioner  would  have  been  able  to  issue  an 
elegit  against  the  said  estate,  and  seize  the  same  for  en- 
forcing payment  of  the  costs  of  the  Exchequer  suit. 

The  petition  prayed,  either  that  the  receiver  might  be 
authorised  to  pay  the  898/.,  the  amount  of  taxed  costs; 
or  that  the  petitioner  might  be  at  liberty  to  sue  out  a 
writ  of  elegit^  and  put  it  in  execution  against  the  life 
estate  of  Sarah  Haworth^  and  cause  the  same  to  be 
seized,  and  possession  given  to  the  petitioner,  for  the 
purpose  of  securing  the  398/.,  and  that  the  receiver 
might  be  ordered  to  give  up  possession ;  and  that  the 
petitioner's  costs  of  this  petition  might  be  taxed. 

The  petition  was  served  on  the  clerk  in  Court  of 
Sarah  Haworih  and  on  the  receiver,  and  was  supported 
by  affidavit 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  FoUett^  for  the  petitioner. 

Mr.  C.  P.  Cooper^  cotUrdj  contended  that  the  interest 
of  Mrs.  Haworth  was  not  such  as  could  be  taken  in 
execution  at  law ;  and  that,  if  the  petitioner  had  a  mere 
charge  to.  be  made  effectual  in  equity,  her  application 
was  premature,  for,  by  the  thirteenth  section  of  the  act 
referred  to  (a),  it  is  enacted,  that  no  judgment-creditor 
shall  be  entitled  to  proceed  in  equity  to  obtain  the  benefit 

of 
(a)  1  &2  Fie/,  c.  110. 
Gg  3 
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1841.        of  bis  charge,  until  after  the  expiration  of  one  year  from 

^■^T^^^^^^     the  time  of  entering  up  judgment ;  and  here  the  decree 

9.  was  in  May  1840,  and  the  Master's  report  in  Jtiy  1840* 

Haworth  . 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  said,  the  only  question 
was,  if  the  receiver  of  this  Court  was  to  stand  in  the 
way  of  the  legal  rights  of  the  petitioner  against  the  pro- 
perty of  Mrs.  Haworth ;  that  would  depend  on  the 
purpose  for  which  the  receiver  had  been  appointed. 
The  rents,  it  appeared,  were  to  be  paid  over  to  the 
Respondent:  his  Lordship,  therefore,  thought,  that 
notwithstanding  the  appointment  of  receiver,  the  peti- 
tioner ought  to  be  at  liberty  to  sue  out  and  execute  such 
writs  as  she  might  be  advised ;  and  he  made  the  order 
in  the  latter  alternative  of  the  prayer  of  the  petition. 


Jan.  H,  15.  STUART  V.  STUART- 

AnappHcatioa  ^IIHE   testator  gave  his  real  and  personal  estate  to 
&  5  FT.  4.  trustees  in  trust,  to  convert  and  lay  out  the  same 

c.  39.,  to  in-      "in  the  public  funds  of  Gfr^a/ Bn/am,  or  at  interest 
vest  trust  ,  .-.»,., 

funds  on  Irith  upon   government  or  real  securities    m   England   or 

r^ed^f  "^  Wales"  and  at  their  discretion  to  vary  the  same.     He 

though  for  the  gave  the  income  to  his  wife,  subject  to  two  several  sums 

un^tVorKfe  ^^  10,000/.  each  to  his  daughters,  and,  subject  to  the 

as  increasing  interest   of  his  wife,  he   gave  the  residue   to  his  two 

was  othennse  daughters,  if  they  should  attain  twenty-qne  years,  or 

as  to  those  in    marry  under  that  age  with  the  consent  of  their  iruar- 

remaindery  as 

affording  a  less  dians.     There  was  a  gift  over  to  other  parties  in  case  of 

menr'"^"'"    the  daughters  not  obtaining   vested   interests    in   the 

funds.     The  daughters  had  been  declared  to  be  entitled 

to  the  interest  on  the  contingent  legacies  of  10,000/. 

The 
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The  daughters  were  infants,  and  some  of  the  parties        1841. 
entitled  over  in  contingency  were  infants,  and  married     ^^^C^t 

women.  ». 

Stuajlt. 

A  considerable  sum  being  in  Court,  the  widow  pre- 
sented a  petition  under  the  4  &  5  ^.  4.  r.  29.,  pray- 
ing to  be  at  libeity  to  lay  before  the  Master  proposals 
for  investing  it  on  mortgage  on  real  securities  in  Ire^ 
land^  and  if  he  approved  of  the  proposal,  to  inquire  into 
the  title  of  the  estates. 

By  the  act  above  cited,  persons  having  authority 
under  any  direction,  trust,  or  power,  to  lend  money  at 
interest  on  real  securities  in  England^  Wales^  or  Great 
Britain^  are  authorised  to  lend  the  same  on  real  secu- 
rities in  Ireland. 

Mr.  5.  Sharpe^  for  the  petition. 

Mr.  PemberloH^  for  the  infant  Plaintiffs. 

Mr.  J.  J.  JerviSf  for  the  Defendant. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls.  Jan.  iSt 

I  have  read  over  this  petition  and  the  act  of  parlia- 
ment, and  it  seems  that  the  1 0,000 J.  is  given  over  to 
other  persons  on  a  certain  contingency.  If  the  fund 
had  been  in  the  hands  of  the  trustees,  they  would  have 
been  bound  to  act  for  the  benefit  of  all  parties  in- 
terested in  the  fund,  not  for  the  benefit  of  the  tenant 
for  life  only.  Such  being  the  duty  of  the  trustees,  and 
the  fund  being  in  Court,  it  becomes  equally  my  duty,  to 
see  that  the  proposed  variation  in  the  investment  will 
be  for  the  benefit  of  all  the  parties  interested  therein. 
The  direction  in  the  will  to  lay  out  in  England  or 
Gg  4  JValeSf 
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Walesj  is  a  strong  argument  that  the  testator's  ioteatioD 
was  that  it  should  not  be  laid  out  elsewhere.  I  could  not 
order  the  fund  to  be  laid  out  in  Ireland  without  a  refer- 
ence to  the  Master ;  and  the  question  is,  whether  it  can 
possibly  be  for  the  benefit  of  all  parties  thatthe  fond  should 
be  so  invested.  I  can  conceive  that  it  will  be  for  the  bene- 
fit of  the  petitioner,  because  the  investment  will  produce 
her  a.  larger  income  if  vested  in  Irish  securities;  but 
I  cannot  see  how  it  can  be  beneficial  for  those  entitled 
in  remainder  to  change  the  present  secure  investment. 
I  do  not  think  that  I  can  even  direct  a  reference  to  the 
Master  on  the  subject. 


Jan,  IS. 


OLDFIELD  V.  COBBETT. 


An  executor 
or  administra- 
tor cannot  sue 
or  defend  tn 
formdpau' 
peril. 


1M['R.  COBBETT  presented  a  petition,  the  object  of 
■*"^-*"  which  was  to  discharge  the  order  for  dispau- 
pering him.  {a) 

Mr.  C  P.  Cooper  in  support  of  the  petition  con- 
tended, that  the  order  was  erroneous,  as  the  Defendant 
was  defending  not  only  in  his  character  of  executor, 
but  as  a  legatee  and  creditor;  and  that  the  latter 
character  was  sufficient  to  support  the  order  to  defend 
in  Jbrmd  pauperis.  That  a  party  might  even  be  exa- 
mined pro  interesse  suo  as  a  pauper,  James  v.  Dore.  {b) 


That  there  was  a  difference  recognised  in  practice 
between  an  executor  suing  in  Jbrmd  pauperis^  and  de- 
fending in  that  manner,   and  as  in  the  latter  case  he 

was 
(a)  2  Beavan^  446.  [b)  2  Dickens^  78S. 
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was  brought  before  the  Court  in  imntum^  he  was  allowed 
to  defend  in  forma  pauperis.  Paradice  ▼•  Sheppard  {a) 
and  Wallop  v.  Warburtofi  {b\  were  cited* 

Mr.  Pemberton  was  not  heard  on  the  other  side. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls* 

The  Defendant  has  had  the  advantage  of  having  the 
point  which  he  argued  in  person,  again  discussed  with 
learning  and  ability  by  his  counsel,  but  I  see  no  reason 
for  coming  to  a  different  conclusion  from  that  to  which 
I  arrived  on  a  former  occasion. 

According  to  my  understanding  of  the  practice  of  this 
Court,  a  party  cannot  either  sue  or  defend  in  Jbrmd 
pauperis  when  he  happens  to  be  a  mere  executor  or  ad- 
ministrator. The  practice  was  clearly  ascertained  by  my 
immediate  predecessor,  who  had  occasion  to  investigate 
the  point  when  sitting  here.  It  seems  that  the  De« 
fendant  Cobbett  being  the  executor  of  his  father'swill, 
and  defending  the  suit  in  that  character,  obtained  an 
order  empowering  him  to  defend  in  formA  pauperis. 
Having  obtained  the  order  to  defend,  he  has  taken  the 
benefit  of  the  Insolvent  Act,  and  his  beneficial  interest 
has  therefore  passed  to  them,  and  in  consequence  the 
order  has  been  discharged. 

It  is  said  that  it  ought  not  to  be  discharged,  because 
Mr.  Cobbett  has  an  interest  besides,  first  as  creditor, 
and  secondly  as  legatee ;  yet  it  is  admitted,  that  the  latter 
interest  is  vested  in  his  assignees,  and  that  he  is  now 
only  a  party  to  this  suit  in  his  representative  character, 
in  respect  of  which,  if  his  conduct  be  without  impeach- 
ment 

(a)  1   Dkk.    136.;    and    see  (6)2CW,41I. 

Beamci  on  CotU,  App.  377. 
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Oldfibld 

9. 
COBBBTT. 


ment  he  may  ultimately  be  declared  eotided  to  have 
his  costs  out  of  the  fund. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  the  order  was  right)  and  this 
petition  must  therefore  be  dismissed  with  costs. 


Jan.  SO. 


HOLFORD  r.  PHIPPS. 


Where  parties 
call  on  trus* 
tees  to  part 
with  their 
estate  on  the 
ground  that 
their  trusts 
have  termi- 
nated, they 
are  bound 
clearly  and 
satisfactorily 
to  shew  the 
fact  to  the 
trustees. 

Trustees  of 
a  term,  the 
trusts  of 
which  had 
been  put  an 
end  to  by  the 
cetiuique  trusty 
held  entitled 
to  their  costs 
of  a  suit  to 
compel  an  as- 
signment of 
the  term  to 
the  purchaser 
of  the  pro* 
perty,  on  the 
ground  that 
full  and  accu- 
rate informa- 
tion had  not 
been  tendered 
them  before 
bill  filed. 


ri^HIS  bill  was  filed  by  the  purchaser  of  an  estate 
"^  against  the  trustees  of  a  marriage  settlement, 
in  whom  was  vested  a  term  of  ninety-nine  years  to  secure 
to  the  wife  upon  the  death  of  her  husband  a  rent  charge 
of  400/.  by  way  of  jointure.  The  object  of  the  bill  was 
to  compel  the  trustees  to  surrender  the  term,  and  to 
pay  the  costs  of  the  suit. 

No  evidence  was  entered  into,  and  the  only  question 
being  one  of  costs,  the  Defendants  bad  the  beneBt  of 
the  statements  contained  in  their  answer ;  in  this  situa- 
tion of  things  the  (acts  appeared  to  be  as  follows :  — 

By  the  settlement  made  on  the  marriage  of  Mr.  and 
Mrs.  Crtspigny  dated  in  1{^14,  Mr.  Crespigty  granted 
to  his  wife  out  of  large  real  estates,  a  rent  charge  of 
400/.  for  life,  in  case  she  should  survive  him,  as  her 
jointure  and  in  bar  of  dower,  and  he  demised  the 
estate  to  three  trustees,  Phipps^  Trenty  and  Mumn/f  for 
a  term  of  ninety-nine  years  on  trusts,  for  securing  the 
same.  In  1837,  Mr.  Crespigny  and  his  eldest  son,  who 
had  attained  twenty-one,  agreed  to  sell  the  estate  to 
Major  Holfordj  and  the  latter  retained  a  sum  of  1],4S0/. 
on  mortgage  of  the  estate,  as  an  indemnity  against  the 

jointure 
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jointure  of  400/.  a  year.  So  far  as  appeared,  the  sale  1841 
was  effected  without  any  communication  whatever  with 
the  trustees,  but  on  the  29th  of  January  1838,  the 
draft  of  a  deed  was  sent  to  the  trustees,  whereby  Mrs. 
Crespigny  purported  to  release  her  jointure  of  400/.  a 
year,  and  whereby  the  trustees  by  her  direction,  pur- 
ported, to  convey  the  term  of  ninety-nine  years,  to  the 
intent  that  it  might  merge.  No  consideration  ap- 
peared on  the  deed  for  the  release  of  Mrs.  Cmpignjf% 
.  right. 

On  the  9th  of  February  1838,  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Cres- 
pigny called  at  the  office  of  the  solicitor  of  the  De- 
fendants, and  there,  had  an  interview  with  Defendant 
Murray^  and  upon  that  occasion  Mrs.  Crespigny  stated, 
that  she  was  willing  to  release  her  jointure,  pro- 
vided the  said  annual  sum  of  400/i  should  be  properly 
secured  to  her  in  some  other  way,  and  that  her  hus- 
band then  said,  that  the  annuity  should  be  secured 
by  an  investment  of  stock ;  whereupon  the  Defendant 
Murray  observed,  that  if  such  stock  should  be  placed 
in  the  names  of  the  trustees  of  the  marriage  settle- 
ment, the  trustees  would  assign  the  term,  but  Mr. 
Crespigny  the  husband,  refused  to  allow  such  stock 
to  be  invested  in  the  names  of  the  trustees  of  the 
marriage  settlement.  On  the  day  following,  the  10th 
of  February  1838,  Mr.  Murray  returned  the  draft 
with  the  following  memorandum  indorsed  thereon : 
'^  Having  looked  at  this  draft,  I  must  express  my  sur- 
prise that  it  was  presented  to  me  without  any  kind  of 
explanation.  With  Captain  Trent^  the  brother  of  the 
lady,  I  have  now  communicated,  and  he  desires  me 
to  state  that  he  was  equally  uninformed  of  the  proposed 
surrender  of  Mrs.  Crespignjfs  jointure  of  400/.  per 
annum ;  he  however  concurs  with  me  in  agreeing  that 
if  the  sum  retained  by  Major  Hdford^  (viz.  the  sum  of 

11,480/., 
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1841.  lly43O/0  is  invested  in  the  funds,  or  on  mortgage  iii 
the  trustees'  names  for  protecting  this  jointure,  be  will 
consent  to  surrender  the  term,  but  not  otherwise.  In 
thb  Captain  Phipps  the  other  trustee  coincides.^ 

Nothing  was  shewn  to  have  taken  place  between  the 
parties  between  this  time,  (the  10th  of  Februaiy  1838), 
and  the  8th  of  November^  when  the  Plaintiff's  solicitor 
wrote  to  the  trustees  as  follows :  —  *'  On  the  part  of 
Major  Hol/bnij  the  purchaser  of  Mr.  Charles  Crespigmfs 
estate  of  Caihedine,  in  the  county  of  Brecon^  as  well 
as  on  that  of  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Charles  Crespigny^  we  are 
instructed  to  apply  to  you  to  know  whether  you  will 
assign  the  term  of  ninety-nine  years  vested  in  you  and 
your  co-trustees  for  securing  Mrs.  Crespigmfs  jointure 
of400&  Mrs»  Crespigny  by  a  deed  acknowledged  ac- 
cording to  the  statute  has  discharged  the  estate  from 
the  jointure,  as  she  has  an  undoubted  right  to  do ;  and 
Major  Holfordj  having  paid  the  whole  consideration 
money,  is  entitled  to  have  the  term  assigned  to  a  trustee 
of  his  nomination.  Mr.  Crespigm/  has  amply  secured 
Mrs.  Crespignys  jointure  by  an  investment  of  a  com- 
petent sum  in  the  public  funds,  and  the  deed  by  which 
it  is  secured,  we  are  willing,  for  your  satisfaction,  but 
not  as  a  matter  of  right,  to  produce  and  shew  to  you 
before  any  proceedings  are  taken  to  enforce  an  assign- 
ment. We  have  thought  it  right  to  require  an  explicit 
answer,  whether  or  not  you  will  assign  the  term,  and 
should  you  decline  to  do  so,  for  what  reason." 

No  answer  was  returned  to  this  letter,  and  nothing 
more  appeared  to  have  been  done  until  the  6th  of 
February  18S9,  when  Major  Holford  filed  this  bill 
against  the  trustees,  stating  that  Mrs.  Crespigny  by 
deed  duly  acknowledged,  dated  the  10th  of  April  1838, 
had  released   her  jointure,   and  that    nevertheless   the 

trustees 
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trustees  refused  to  execute  the  deed  of  assignment, 
though  a  provision  had  been  made  for  the  jointure  by 
an  investment  in  the  funds  in  the  names  of  three 
trustees ;  the  bill  prayed  for  a  surrender  of  the  term, 
and  that  the  trustees  might  pay  the  costs  of  the  suit 

The  deeds  which  were  received  in  evidence  by  ad- 
missions between  the  parties,  shewed  that  the  estates  in 
question  had  been  conveyed  to  the  purchaser  on  the 
5th  oi  April  ISS?^  who  retained  the  sum  of  11,430^  on 
mortgage,  as  an  indemnity  against  the  rent  charge  until 
it  had  been  released;  and  that  by  a  deed  of  the  7th  of 
April  1837,  the  purchaser  mortgaged  the  property  in 
fee  to  secure  the  sum  retained ;  it  appeared  also  from  a 
declaration  of  trust,  that  on  the  6th  oi  April  1838,  Mr. 
Crespigny  had  transferred  the  sum  of  11,4282.  S^  per 
cents,  to  trustees  for  the  purpose* of  securing  the  400/. 
a  year. 

The  Defendants  by  their  answer  stated,  that  the  settle*^ 
ment  of  1814  had  been  made  under  an  order  of  this 
Court,  Mrs.  Crespigny  being  at  the  time  of  her  marriage 
a  ward ;  that  no  evidence  of  the  execution  and  acknow- 
ledgment of  the  deed  of  the  10th  of  April  1838,  by 
Mrs.  Crespigny  had  been  produced  to  them,  and  that  no 
ingrossment  thereof  had  been  tendered  or  produced  to 
them.  They  submitted  that  they  ought  not  to  have 
taken  upon  themselves  to  determine  whether  Mrs.  Cres^ 
pigny  had  power  to  release  her  jointure,  and  that  they 
ought  not  to  render  any  assistance  or  voluntarily  to  do 
any  act  to  defeat  the  aforesaid  provision  for  Mrs.  Crc$^ 
pigny.  They  further  insisted,  that  if  they  were  bound 
to  release  the  term  (in  case  the  said  Mrs.  Crapigny 
had  duly  released  her  jointure),  proper  evidence  of 
such  release  and  of  all  acts  essential  to  make  the  same 
valid  ought  to  have  been  produced  to  them ;  but  that 

such 


1841. 


438  CASES  IN  CHANCERY/ 

1841.  such  evidence  bad  not  been  produced,  and  that  no  deed 
had  ever  been  tendered  to  them  for  their  executicm,  or 
produced  or  shewn  to  them. 

Mr.  E.  </.  Upjfd  for  the  Plaintiff.  Upon  Mrs.  Ores- 
pignjf  releasing  her  jointure,  the  trustees  possessed  a 
bare  legal  term,  and  had  no  longer  any  trust  to  execute. 
They  were  boiind,  therefore,  to  assign  the  term  to  the 
purchaser  who  had  paid  the  whole  of  his  purchase 
money ;  tbey  had  no  right  to  stipulate  for  terms,  and 
insist  that  an  investment  should  be  made  in  their  own 
names  to  secure  the  jointure.  They  absolutely  refused 
to  assign  the  term,  except  on  certain  conditions  which 
they  were  not  justified  in  imposing ;  and  if  they  had 
taken  the  opinion  of  any  counsel,  tliey  would  have  been 
advised  that  their  objection  could  not  be  sustained. 
They  did  not  do  this,  but  exceeded  their  duty;  their 
'  vexatious  conduct  rendered  this  suit  necessary,  and  they 
ought  therefore  to  pay  the  costs  which  they  have  oc- 
casioned. 

They  now  say,  that  no  deed  or  evidence  was  tendered 
to  them,  but  they  made  no  such  requisition ;  to  the  letter 
of  November  18S8,  which  gave  them  full  information  they 
returned  no  answer ;  this  shewed  that  they  persisted  in 
their  refusal  to  assign  until  their  terms  had  been  com* 
plied  with.  He  cited  Angier  v.  Stannard  (a),  WiUis  v. 
Hiscox.  (J) 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Piggottf  contra.  The  Defend- 
ants have  no  interest,  except  to  protect  the  rights  of  the 
married  lady,  for  which  purpose  alone  they  were  ap- 
pointed by  this  Court;  having  no  interest  it  was  the  duty 
of  those  who  called  on  them  to  take  any  active  step  and 
determine  the  trusts,  to  shew,  satisfactorily,  that  the 

trustees 

Cfl)  3  MifL  4-.  JT.  566.  (*)  4  MyL  4-  CV.  197. 
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trustees  would  incur  no  personal  responsibility ;  and  that        184K 
their  cestui  que  trust  had  fairly  and  with  full  knowledge 
given  up  her  rights,  and  that  they  were  satisfactorily 
provided  for. 

The  sale  took  place  altogether  behind  the  back  of  the 
trustees,  and  in  January  1838,  several  months  after  the 
conveyance,  they  were  suddenly  called  on  to  divest  them- 
selves of  the  term.  In  the  next  month  Mrs.  Crespigny 
herself  stated  that  she  was  only  willing  to  give  up  her 
jointure,  *<  provided  that  it  could  be  properly  secured 
in  some  other  way;"  and  to  this  day  it  had  not  been 
shewn  that  such  security  has  been  given.  Nothing  was 
done  from  February  to  November^  and  then  no  further 
proof  was  furnished  to  the  trustees.  Surely,  therefore, 
under  these  circumstances,  the  trustees  were  justified  in 
not  executing  an  assignment  of  the  term,  if  it  had  been 
tendered,  which  it  has  not.  A  trustee  would  not  be 
justified  in  paying  over  a  legacy  to  the  husband  of  a 
married  woman,  until  a  provision  bad  been  made  for  her 
out  of  it 

The  rule  of  court  is,  that  trustees  are  entitled  to  their 
costs,  unless  they  act  fronr  motives  of  obstinady  and 
caprice.  Taylor  v.  Glanville.  (a)  Even  where  they  act 
erroneously,  the  Court  gives  them  their  costs,  Pook  v. 
Pass  (6),  and  the  Court  in  none  of  these  cases  have  or- 
dered them  to  bear  the  costs  of  their  cestui  que  trusts. 
Knight  V.  Martin  (c),  Angier  v.  Stannard.  In  the  latter 
case  there  were  many  circumstances  of  conduct  which 
are  not  set  out  in  the  report,  and  which  influenced  Sir 
John  Leach  in  his  decision. 

Mr.  Uoydi  in  reply. 

The 

(a)  Z  Madd.  177.  (c)  1  Rusi.  i  Myl,  70. 

(b)  1  Beav.  600. 
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1841.  The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  arrangements  for  the  sale  of  this  property  app^ear 
to  have  been  made  without  any  communication  with  the 
trustees,  and  the  first  intimation  to  them,  so  far  as  appears, 
was  the  sending  the  draft  in  Janucayy  whereby  the  trus- 
tees were  suddenly  called  on  to  assign  the  term  for  the 
purpose  of  its  being  merged,  and  to  divest  themselves  of 
their  legal  power  to  protect  this  jointure.  The  draft  was 
returned  on  the  10th  ot  February  1888,  and  though  the 
parties  proceeded  to  act  on  the  arrangement,  and  got 
the  assignment  executed  by  Mrs.  Crespigny  in  April  fol- 
lowing, yet  I  do  not  find  that  any  communication  was 
made  to  the  trustees  until  Naoember^  when  they  were 
peremptorily  called  on  to  execute  the  assignment.  No 
answer  was  sent,  and  this  bill  was  filed. 

Though  I  consider  that  an  answer  ought  to  have 
been  sent  to  that  letter,  yet  I  think  that  I  never  heard  a 
more  unreasonable  demand  than  that  which  is  now  made, 
for  the  whole  costs  of  this  proceeding.  According  to  the 
present  constitution  of  our  law,  a  very  large  proportion 
of  the  property  in  this  country  is  vested  in  trustees;  and 
it  is  too  often  manifest  in  this  court,  that,  in  dealing 
with  trust  property,  trustees  have  a  very  arduous  and 
painful  duty  to  perform ;  their  greatest  difficulty  ordi- 
narily seems  to  be  to  say  ^'  no "  to  the  importunities 
and  requests  of  their  cestui  que  trusts.  They  are  subject 
to  the  most  hazardous  responsibilities,  and  in  cases 
where  they  have  mistaken  their  duties  and  acted  erro- 
neously, and  where  they  have  assisted  or  obstructed 
parties  in  the  disposition  of  the  trust  property,  we  find 
they  have  been  made  personally  liable  for  the  conse- 
quences. It  is  therefore  of  the  utmost  importance  that 
they  should  do  nothing  but  what  is  pei*fectly  clear  and 
free  from  doubt     In  the  present  case  the  trustees  had  a 

duty 


■\« 
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^^e  protection  of  this  married  lady;        1841. 
^  that  this  duty  had  been  put  an 
.ntided  to  have  the  facts  clearly  and 
^d  to  them. 


/'that  between  the  time  when  the  trustees 
Aq.  draft  assignment  and  returned  it  with  the 
>adum  stated,  they  had  had  a  personal  communi- 
/with  their  cedui  que  trttst^  who  said  she  was  will- 
^'to  release  her  jointure,  provided  it  could  be  pro* 
yerly  secured  in  some  other  way ;  this  communication 
took  place  the  very  day  preceding  that,  on  which  the 
memorandum  on  the  draft  was  written.  The  Plaintiff 
allies  by  his  counsel,  that  I  must  take  this  memoran- 
dum as  a  determination  on  the  part  of  the  trustees,  that, 
unless  their  conditions  were  complied  with,  they  would 
make  no  assignment  of  the  term.  It  does  not,  however,  ap- 
pear, that  they  had  had  any  communication  in  the  interim 
with  their  cestui  que  trusty  and  I  cannot  assume,  that  on 
being  properly  satisfied,  that  that  which"  was  alleged  to 
have  been  done  had  been  rightly  performed,  the  trus- 
tees would  have  refused  to  do  what  is  now  asked. 
Nothing  more  occurred  until  the  month  of  Naoewber^ 
when,  without  taking  the  trouble  of  satisfying  the  De- 
fendants that  the  trusts  had  been  determined,  the  Plain- 
tiff's solicitor  wrote  the  letter  of  the  8th  of  November. 
No  notice  seems  to  have  been  taken  of  it,  and  then  this 
bill  was  filed.  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  trustees  were 
entitled  to  further  explanation  and  evidence,  which 
was  not  produced  to  them;  and  that  without  it,  they 
were  justified  in  refraining  from  making  the  assignment 
I  certainly  think  that  an  answer  ought  to  have  been  re- 
turned to  the  letter;  but  the  neglect  to  do  so,  did  not 
relieve  the  Plaintiff  from  the  performance  of  hb  duty  of 
^hevring  to  the  trustees  that  there  was  an  end  of  the 
trust,  and  of  producing  to  them  the  deed  effecting  it 
Vol.111.  Hh  This 
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1841.  ^  This  ought  to  have  been  done  before  the  bill  was  filed, 
if  the  Pldntiff  wished  to  charge  the  trustees  with  the 
costs  of  these  proceedings. 

With  regard  to  the  general  observations  which  have 
been  made  on  trustees  during  the  argument,  and  with- 
out referring  to  these  Defendants,  I  must  observe,  that  in 
my  experience  I  have  known  very  many  cases  in  which 
changes  of  trustees  have  been  made,  solely  for  the  pur- 
pose of  getting  the  trust  property  into  the  hands  of 
trustees  who  were  willing  to  comply  with  requests 
which  the  old  trustees  had  refused  to  accede  to.  Without 
imputmg  any  such  intention  in  this  case,  yet  when  I  find 
the  husband  and  wife  in  the  presence  of  the  trustees 
disagreeing,  the  trustees  saying  they  will  be  satisfied, 
if  a  proper  mvestment  to  secure  the  jointure  be  made 
in  their  names,  and  the  husband  declining,  though  he 
afterwards  made  an  investment  in  the  names  of  other 
trustees,  I  think  there  was  good  ground  for  the  Defend- 
ants to  insist  on  having  the  matter  cleared  up  before 
they  merged  the  term. 

Thinking,  therefore,  that  the  trustees  were  entided  to 
have  full  and  accurate  information,  and  the  production  of 
the  deed  before  they  could  be  called  on  to  execute  the 
assignment,  and  their  trusts  now  appearing  to  be  at  an 
end,  there  must  be  a  decree  for  the  assignment  of  the 
term,  and  the  Plaintifi*  must  pay  the  trustees  their  costs 
of  suit 
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MAYER  V.  TOWNSEND.  j«,.  m. 

rpHE  testator.  Dr.  Tamnsend^  by  hb  will,  dated  the  A  testator 

-^  7th  oijune  1830,  gave  his  residuary  personal  estate  trustees  "  to 

to  trustees,  in  the  first  place  to  pay  his  debts,  and  raise  5ooo^ 

subject  thereto,  to  <^  raise  therefrom  the  sum  of  5000/.  ter,"  and  to 

for  his  daughter  Elizabeth  L.  Taamsend;  and  when,  and  J^^j^l^tc^^ 

as  soon  as  he  or  they  might  have  obtained  the  same,  legacy  "and 

then  upon  trust  to  place  his  said  daughter's  legacy  at  \^i  to'her 

interest  on  flovernment  or  real  security,  and  to  pay  and  for  life,  for  her 

,,,..,,  .        ,        ,  ,.         .,  separate  use, 

apply  the  dividends  to  arise  thereby,   unto  his  said  and  not  to 

daughter  for  and  during  the  term  of  her  natural  life,  to  ^  under  the 

®  ®  control  of  any 

and  for  her  sole  and  separate  use  and  benefit;"  and  he  husband, with 

declared  the  same  should  not  be  liable  to  the  debts,  ^^r  Sl^"" 

controul,  or  engagements  of  any  husband  with  whom  absolutely, 

she  might  marry;  <<  and  firom  and  immediately  after  herthe^ower 

the  decease  of  his  said  daughter,  (subject  nevertheless  of  apjjointing 

°  •^  a  life  interest 

to  the  proviso  thereinafter  contained,)  he  gave  and  be-  to  her  hu»- 

queathed  the  legacy  so  therein-before  pven  to  her  by  Jl^iS^^^^nS^e^ 

him,  to  be  equally  divided  between  her  children  law-  no  ultimate 

fully  begotten,  share  and  share  alike;  but  if  there  Sif  J'^''"'^ 


should  be  only  one  such  child,  then  the  whole  to  such  but  cha 

one  child,  his  executors  or  administrators.     Provided  thei^ntate 

always,  and  it  was  his  will  and  meaning,  and  he  did  '^f^^^^^c 

thereby  declare,  that  it  should  and  might  be  lawful  for  the  per- 

his  said  daughter,  provided  she  might  marry,  to  direct,  Jh^fJ^^jS  to 

appoint,  and  require  by  any  will  or  deed,  under  her  the  interests 

hand,  his  said  trustees,  and  the  survivor,  &c.,  to  pay  the  fh^dren,  th^e 

interest  of  the  said  sum  of  5000/.  so  given  by  him,  to  ^^^^^  '^^ 

her  husband,  for  and  during  the  term  of  hb  natural  interest,  and  \ 

life^  having  died 
unmarried, 
that  her  personal  representatiyes  were  entitled  thereto. 

Hh  2 
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1841.  life,  in  case  he  might  outlive  her;*'  and  in  case  his 
personal  estate  should  not  be  adequate  to  raise  **  the 
t^goof**  bequeathed  to  his  daughter,  then  he  charged  it 
on  certain  real  estates. 

The  testator  and  his  wife  had  a  power  of  appoint- 
ment over  a  sum  of  2000^  for  his  younger  children 
charged  on  another  estate.  On  the  7th  ofJune  1880, 
they  appointed  1950/.,  part  of  it,  to  trustees,  upon 
trust  to  invest  and  pay  it  to  his  daughter  Elizabeth  L. 
Tawnsend  for  life  for  her  separate  use,  with  remainder 
to  her  children,  with  power  for  her  to  give  her  husband 
a  life  interest  in  the  fund,  ^*  and  subject  thereto,  upon 
trust  for  the  said  Elizabeth  L.  Tcmnsend^  her  executors, 
administrators,  and  assigns." 

By  a  codicil  of  even  date,  after  referring  to  the  deed 
of  appointment,  the  testator  declared,  that  the  sum  of 
\950L  should  be  considered  as  part  of  the  legacy  given 
to  her  by  his  will,  and  he  charged  the  residue  on 
certain  hereditaments  which  he  had  devised  to  the  De- 
fendant William  Townsetid. 

The  testator  died  in  1880,  and  his  personal  estate 
proved  insufficient  for  the  payment  of  his  debts  and 
legacies.  His  daughter  died  in  1888  without  ever 
having  been  married.  The  Plaintiff,  who  was  her  ex- 
ecutor, filed  this  bill  to  have  the  3050/.,  the  residue  of 
the  5000/.  after  deducting  the  1950/.  raised  out  of  the 
real  estates  charged  therewith. 

Mr.  Tinneiff  Mr.  Pemberton^  and  Mr.  K,  Parker^  for 
the  Plaintiff. 

The  gift  was  absolute  to  the  daughter  in  the  first 
instance,  but  the  testator  afterwards  subjected  that  in- 
terest 
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terest  to  certain  limitations  to  her  children^  and  to  a  1841. 
power  in  favour  of  her  husband;  the  absolute  gift, 
therefore,  remained  in  her,  subject  to  the  qualification 
introduced  in  favour  of  the  husband  and  children  which 
failed ;  the  daughter  therefore  took  an  absolute  interest, 
and  the  plaintiflp,  as  representing  her,  is  now  entitled. 
The  expressions,  •*  my  said  daughter's  legacy,"  **  the 
legacy  given  to  her,"  *^  the  legacy  bequeathed  to  my 
daughter,*'  shew  clearly  that  the  testator  intended  to  give 
it  her  absolutely,  and-  the  ultimate  trust  in  the  deed  of 
the  1950/.,  to  her  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns, 
fortifies  that  conclusion. 

Mr.  G.  Turner  and  Mr.  Party,  contra^  for  the  De^ 
fendant  out  of  whose  estate  it  was  sought  to  raise  the 
charge,  contended,  that  the  daughter  did  not  take  an 
absolute  interest  in  the  3050/.  The  trustees  were  di- 
rected to  raise  the  5000/^,  but  as  to  her  for  the  limited 
interest  afterwards  specified,  namely,  for  life  only,  and 
then  for  the  other  purposes  stated;  these  having  all 
failed,  and  there  being  no  ultimate  trust,  the  charge 
sunk  for  the  benefit  of  those  entitled  to  the  estate  out 
of  which  it  was  to  be  raised,  (a)  In  Hewitt  v.  Wright  (b), 
an  estate  was  conveyed,  in  trust  to  sell  and  raise  a 
sum  of  1500/.,  and  pay  the  interest  to  D.  till  she 
married,  and  to  pay  her  the  principal  within  twelve 
months  after  her  marriage.  D.  died  without  having  been 
married,  and  it  was  held  that  the  1500/.  resulted  to  the 
setder.  A  trust  in  favour  of  the  daughter,  further  than 
to  the  extent  expressed,  cannot  be  implied;  for  the 
law  never  implies,  and  the  Court  never  presumes,  a 
trust,  except  in  a  case  of  absolute  necessity.     Cook 

V.  Fountain,  (c) 

The 
(a)  See  Cooke  v.   The  Sta-         (b)  l  Bro.  C  C.  86. ;  and  see 
Honenf  Company^  3  MyL  4*  K.      Gawiery,StaHdeninck,2Cox,lS. 
26S.  (c)  5  Swans.  592. 

Hh  3 
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1841.  The  deed  in  no  way  strengthens  the  constniction 

^"^^^^^  contended  for  by  the  PUintifl^  for  it  shews  that  when 
the  testator  intended  to  give  an  absdnte  interest  to  his 
daughter  in  de&olt  of  children,  he  accurately  expresses  it 
The  husbandi  also,  is  to  have  no  oontroul  oyer  the  pro- 
perty, but  he  might  obtain  it,  contrary  to  the  will  of  the 
testator,  if  the  wife  were  held  to  take  an  absolute  interest, 
and  died  without  children,  leaving  a  husband  surviving. 

Mr.  WiUcock  for  a  trustee. 

The  Master  tf  the  Rolls.  In  one  sense  this  was 
not  an  absolute  gift  to  the  daughter,  for  it  is  made 
subject  to  certain  restrictions  and  contingencies  which 
her  fiither  had  in  contemplation.  The  'testator  first 
directs  the  trustees  <*  to  raise  the  sum  of  5000Z.  for  his 
daughter  Elizabeth!*  If  he  had  ended  there,  she  would, 
without  any  question  whatever,  have  been  entitled  to 
the  legacy  absolutely ;  he  then;  directs,  that  when  the 
trustees  should  have  obtained  the  same,  they  should  in- 
vest it,  and  then  he  imposes  certain  restrictions ;  and  first 
the  trustees  are  to  apply  the  dividends  unto  the  daughter 
for  her  separate  use  for  life.  Suppose  the  will  had 
ended  here,  I  apprehend  the  daughter,  being  unmarried 
at  her  father's  death,  would  have  been  entitled  to  have 
taken  the  50002.  absolutely,  notwithstanding  the  gift  was 
to  her  separate  use,  and  notwithstanding  the  decision  of 
Sir  John  Leach  to  the  contrary,  which  has  been  since  over- 
ruled, (a)  After  the  decease  of  the  daughter,  there  is  a 
limitation  to  her  children ;  by  this  contingency,  she  might 
be  deprived  of  her  absolute  interest,  and  it  might  go 
to  her  children ;  there  follows  a  power  under  which  she 
might  further  diminish  her  interest,  by  giving  a  life 
estate  to  any  husband.  It  is  said,  that  it  could  not  be 
intended  that  she  should  take  an  absolute  interest,  be- 

causei 
(a)  Wwdm€itoiC^.  Walker^  2  Run.  i  M^  197. 
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cause,  if  there  were  no  children!  a  husband  surviving  1841. 
her,  might  take  the  property  absolutely  ;  I  appre- 
hend there  would  be  a  great  deal  to  say  on  that  point ; 
but  it  does  not  arise;  the  question  is,  whether  the  lq;acy 
given  absolutely  by  the  first  clause,  is  to  be  subject  to 
any  other  contingencies  or  limitations  beyond  those  ex- 
pressed ;  and  without  looking  to  the  deed,  (which  would 
confirm  my  opinion,)  it  appears  to  me  that  the  qualifi- 
cations and  restrictions  ought  not  to  be  extended  be- 
yond those  expressed.  None  of  these  having  taken 
eflfect,  the  absolute  interest  remained  in  the  daughter,  and 
the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  have  the  amount  raised. 


The  ATTORNEY-GENERAL  v.  WRIGHT.  peb.s. 

npHIS  was  an  information  filed  by  the  Attorney-  Notice  of 
-■■    General  at  the  instance  of  a  Relator.  motion  jjiTcn 

relator  in  an 
Notice  of  motion  was  given,  "  on  behalf  of  ike  Be^  information, 

lator"  that  the  Defendant  should  pay  a  sum  of  money  it  ghodd  be 

into  Court  fu^f""^ 

the  Attorney- 
General. 
Mr.  ChandlesSf  conird,  objected  to  the  form  of  the 

notice  of  motion,  the  Court  not  recognising  the  Relator 

as  Plaintiff  in  an  information. 

7^  Master  of  the  Rolls.  It  is  wrong  in  form. 
Relators  should  know  that  they  are  not  parties  to  in- 
formations, and  have  no  right  of  their  own  authority 
to  make  any  application  to  the  Court.  The  Attorney- 
General  is  the  only  person  whom  the  Court  recognises 
in  such  cases,  (a) 

(a^  S^  AHomey^General  v.  2^  Ironmongen*  Ctmpamf^  8  Bemf,5lSn 
Hh  4^ 
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184L 


Feb.n. 


BALLS  V.  MARGRAVE. 


A.  brought  an 
action  at  law 
against  P., 
and  filed  a 
bill  of  disco- 
very, in  aid  of 
the  action, 
against  B, 
alone.    B. 

E leaded  that 
e  was  a  mere 
mortgagee, 
and  tnat  be 
ought  not  to 
be  compelled 
to  give  the 
discoYery  in 
the  absence 
of  C  the 
mortgagor. 
The  plea  was 
overruled. 


nnHIS  cause  again  came  on  (a)  upon  a  plea  to  a  bill 
of  discovery,  in  aid  of  an  action  at  law. 

The  bill  stated  that  in  the  year  1769  Thomas  Cheeky 
being  seized  in  fee-simple  of  certain  property,  demised 
it  to  one  Joseph  B/onxiand  for  a  term  of  ninety- nine  years, 
at  a  rent  of  26/.,  which,  RofxHand^  for  himself,  his  exe- 
cutors, administrators,  and  assigns,  covenanted  to  pay. 
It  traced  the  devolution  of  the  interest  of  Thomas  Cheeky 
the  lessor,  to  the  Plaintiff,  and  shewed  how  the  re- 
mainder of  the  term  had  become  vested  in  the  Defend- 
ant by  an  assignment  from  a  Lady  Daniel.  It  stated  that 
the  Defendant  was  in  possession  of  the  propeity,  and  that 
the  rent  being  considerably  in  arrear,  the  Plaintiff  had 
commenced  an  action  of  covenant  against  the  Defendant 
Margravej  in  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  to  recover  the 
same ;  but  that  the  indenture  of  lease  being  in  the  pos- 
session of  the  Defendant,  who  refused  to  produce  the 
same,  or  to  allow  the  Plaintiff  to  have  an  inspection, 
and  there  being  no  counterpart  thereof,  the  Plaintiff 
was  unable  to  proceed  in  the  action  without  a  discovery. 


The  bill  prayed  a  discovery  of  the  matters  stated  in 
the  bill,  and  especially  of  the  particulars  of  the  lease ; 
and  that  the  Plaintiff  might  have  the  benefit  of  such 
discovery  at  the  trial  of  the  action;  and  that  the  lease 
might  be  produced. 


The  Defendant  pleaded,  in  effect,||;that  the  convey- 
ance by  Lady  Daniel  to  Margra'oe  was  by  way  of  mort- 
gage 
(a)  Ani>,  p.  884. 
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gagC}  and  subject,  to  redemption;  that  the  equity  of  1841. 

redemption  was  vested  m  Cbinn^  who  had  not  been  ^"^^^^""^^ 

made  a  party  to  the  suit ;  and  that,  in  his  absence,  the  v. 

Defendant  was  not  bound,  and  ought  not  to  be  com-  Mabgbatb, 
pelled  to  give  to  the  Plaintiff  the  dbcovery  and  produc- 
tion sought  by  the  bill. 

Mr,  Kindersley  and  Mr.  Evansj  in  support  of  the  plea, 
contended  that  Chinn  ought  to  have  been  made  a 
party  to  this  suit,  in  order  to  entitle  the  Plaintiff  to  the 
discovery  which  they  sought  \Mt,  Pemberton.  That 
would  be  impossible.  Glyn  v.  Soares{a)  and  Irving 
V.  TTiompson  (b)  shew  that  no  person  can  be  made  a 
party  to  a  bill  of  discovery  in  aid  of  an  action  at  law 
who  is  not  a  party  to  the  action.]  Lord  Eldottj  in  Lam^ 
bert  V.  Rogers  (c),  lays  it  down  **  that  a  mortgagee  has 
no  right  to  shew  his  mortgagor's  title.''  The  De- 
fendant, therefore,  would  not  be  justified  in  disclosing 
the  title  in  the  absence  of  the  mortgagor. 

Mr.  PemberUm  and  Mr.  Taylor  were  not  heard  by 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls,  who  said :  This  plea 
must  be  over-ruled.  The  action  is  brought  against  a 
person  who  is  in  possession  of  the  property,  and  the 
alleged  mortgagor  is  no  party  to  the  action.  The  bill 
is  for  a  discovery  in  aid  of  the  proceedings  at  law;  and 
the  case  is  very  different  from  that  cited,  which  was  for 
relief.  I  have  no  authority  to  alter  the  practice  of  the 
Court,  which  does  not  permit  any  person  to  be  made  a 
Defendant  to  a  bill  for  discovery  in  aid  of  an  action  who 
is  not  a  party  to  that  action.  I  have  no  hesitation  at  all 
in  over-ruling  this  plea. 

(a)  3  Jlt^^X.  450.;  1  r.^         [e)2Mer.490.\  sndieeJWff 
Cotf.644.;  and  1  WeH^ P.C.  S58.      v.  Gt^fpy,  Bare  Ditc.  1S4. 
(6)  9  Sim.  17. 
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1840. 

Nov.  25.  26. 

1841. 

Feb.  S9« 

A  testator,  in 
his  lifetime, 
by  bond  se- 
cured to 
H.C.Caa 
annui^  of 
300/.  K>r  life, 
payable  on 
the  usual 

Quarter  days, 
[C. ;  and  by 
his  will  he 
confirmed  it, 
and  be- 

aueathedafur< 
ber  annuity 
of  soo/.,  pay- 
able in  the 
same  manner. 


RADBURN  u  JERVI& 
HARE  t^  HILL. 

^EVERAL  questions  arose  in  this  cause  upon  the 
^  will  and  thirteen  codicils  of  Sir  Thomas  Clargesy 
Bart,  which,  so  far  as  they  are  material,  were  as  fol- 
lows :  — 


By  his  will,  duly  attested  and  dated  the  18th  day  of 
August  1821,  the  testator  expressed  himself  as  follows: 
*^  I  give  and  devise  unto  and  to  the  use  of  Henry  Brooks^ 
bankf  of  PaU  MaUj  Middlesex^  banker,  and  Jonaikan 
Moorej  of  Gratfs  Inn^  Middlesex^  gentleman,  their  heirs, 
executors,  and  administrators,  according  to  the  natures 
and  qualities  thereof  respectively,  my  manors  and  estates 
it  bdng  his  in-  of  SutiofiHupon-DerwerU  in  the  county  of  York^  and  of 
she  should  Norton^  Disney^  and  Bitchfield  in  the  county  of  lAncoltiy 
receive  an  an-  "^  the 

nuityof500^ 

instead  of  5QoL  By  a  codicil,  the  testator  directed  his  trustees  to  raise  500iL  a 
year,  and  pay  the  same  to  H.  C.  C.  during  her  life,  by  quarterly  payments :  Held, 
that  the  second  annui^  was  cumulative. 

A  testator  appointed  J. P.  and  CD,  trustees  and  executors  of  his  will.  By  a 
codicil,  he  bequeathed  to  each  of  the  trustees  named  in  his  will  the  sum  of  5000/., 
on  condition  that  he  accepted  the  trusts  thereof.  By  a  subsequent  codicil,  he 
revoked  all  that  part  of  his  will  which  related  to  C.  Z>.,  and  requested  E.F.  ^  to 
undertake  and  fulfil  the  same  purposes  and  intendons,  and  on  the  same  conditions, 
for  the  efiecting  of  which  he  had  appointed  the  said  C.  /).  By  a  subsequent  codicil 
he  revoked  the  appointment  of  A.  B.  and  C,  D,  as  trustees  and  executors,  and  all 
legacies  to  them,  and  he  nominated  E.  F.  executor  and  trustee  thereof:  Held, 
that  E.  F.  was  entitled  to  the  l^c^  of  5000/. 

A  testator  devised  a  portion  of  his  real  estate  to  trustees  for  sale,  and  directed 
them  to  apply  the  proceeds  and  bis  personal  estate  in  payment  of  the  legacies  and 
annuities  thereby  bequeathed  ;|  and  in  case  the  same  should  be  insufficient,  he 
charged  all  his  real  estate  with  the  payment  thereof.  By  several  unattested  codicils, 
he  gave  further  legades  and  annuities,  and  subsequent^  he  executed  a  duly  attested 
codicil,  whereby  he  varied  the  appointment  of  trustees  and  executors.  Held,  that 
the  l^acies  and  annuities  bequeathed  by  the  unattested  codicils  were  not  charged 
on  the  real  estate. 

A  perpetual  annuity  was  granted  bv  King  Charleg  the  Second  to  A.  and  his  heirs 
payable  out  of  the  coal  duties.  Held,  that  though  descendable  to  the  hdrs,  it  was 
personal  and  qot  f  eal  estate. 
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the  freehold  annuity  of  500L  per  annum,  secured  to"  me  1840. 
and  my  heirs  under  a  grant  from  King  Charles  lit,  my 
mpie^  of  the  theatre  at  BrigJdhelmstone^  in  the  county 
of  Sussex^  and  all  and  smgular  other  my  lands,  tene* 
ments,  goods,  chattels,  and  effects,  of  what  nature  or 
kind  soever  and  wheresoever,  upon  trust  as  to  the  said 
manors  and  estates  of  SuUonrupofn^'Derwent  and  at  Norton 
and  Disney^  and  their  appurt^ances :''  (the  testator  then 
declared  die  trusts  of  this  property  and  some  leaseholds 
in  favour  of  certain  families  therein  named,  and  then 
continued :)  ^  As  to  my  estate  of  Bitchfidd^  I  direct  the 
same  to  be  soU  and  converted  into  money ;  and  hereby 
authorise  my  said  trustees,  or  the  trustees  or  trustee  for 
the  time  being  of  this  my  will,  to  give  receipts  for  the 
purchase-money  upon  such  sale,  and  declare  that  their 
or  his  receipt  shall  discharge  any  purchaser  from  all 
liability  in  ci|se  of  non-application  or  misapplication 
thereo£  And  as  well  as  to  the  money  to  be  produced 
from  such  sale  as  also  to  the  residue  of  my  estate  and 
effects  whatsoever  and  wheresoever  not  hereinbefore 
specifically  devised  or  bequeathed,  in  trusty  thereout,  to 
pay  all  my  just  debts,  the  expenses  of  my  funeral,  and 
of  proving  this  my  will,  and  the  legacies  and  annuities 
hereby  bequeathed ;  and  in  case  the  same  shall  be  in- 
sufficient for  that  purpose,  then  I  charge  all  my  real 
estate  with  the  payment  of  the  same  respectively,  and 
subject  thereto,  for  the  said  Svt  Dudley  Saint  Leger  Hill, 
his  heirs,  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  for  his 
and  their  own  use  and  benefit."  He  then  gave  the 
trustees  certain  powers,  and  directed  that  the  said 
Jonathan  Moore  should  be  allowed  to  act  as  the  so- 
licitor or  attorney  in  the  management  of  the  trusts 
thereby  created,  so  long  as  he,  should  continue  a  trustee 
under  the  said  will,  and  should  also  act  as  receiver  for 
the  same;  and  he  gave  to  his  trustees  a  power  of  sale 
and  exchange  over  his  real  estates^  and  proceeded: 

**Ana 
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1840.  '*  And  I  hereby  confirm  three  several  bonds,  by  one  of 
which  I  have  secured  one  annuity  of  S002.  to  Harriet 
Catherine  Cockj  of  Brightkelmstane  aforesaid,  spmster, 
during  her  life,  in  the  event  of  her  surviving  me;  by  the 
second  of  which,  an  annuity  of  the  like'kmount  is  secured 
to  Sarah  Cock  of  Bellevue  Cottage  East^  in  Brigtihelm- 
stone  aforesaid,  during  her  life,  in  the  event  of  her  sur- 
viving me  and  thevsaid  Harriet  Catherine  Cock;  and 
the  third  of  which  bonds  secures  an  annuity  of  the  same 
amount  to  WiUiam  Cock  of  Brighthdmttone  aforesaid, 
Esquire,  for  his  life,  \xy  the  event  of  his  surviving  me^ 
the  said  Harriet  Catherine  Cock^  and  the  said  Sarah 
Cock ;  and,  in  addition  to  the  300/.  so  secured  to  the 
said  Harriet  Catherine  Coekj  I  give  and  bequeath  to 
her  the  further  annuity  or  yearly  sum  of  200/.,  to  be- 
come due  and  be  payable  at  the  same  days  and  in  the 
same  proportions,  and  in  every  respect  in  the  same 
manner,  as  in  the  said  bond  by  which  the  said  annuity 
of  300/.  is  secured  to  her,  it  being  my  intention  that  the 
said  Harriet  Catherine  Cock  shall  receive  a  full  annui^ 
of  500/.,  to  be  payable  and  be  considered,  in  every  re- 
spect, as  if  that  sum  had  been  originally  mentioned  in 
the  said  bond,  instead  of  the  said  sum  of  300/.''  The 
testator  appointed  Henry  Brooksbank  and  Jonathan 
Moore  executors  of  his  will. 

The  testator  afterwards  made  thirteen  codicils  to  his 
will,'  two  only  of  which,  viz.  the  first  and  eleventh,  were 
attested  by  three  witnesses. 

By  the  first  he  merely  altered  the  specific  devise. 

The  third,  so  &r  as  afiected  the  question,  was  as  foU 
lows :  **  I  direct  the  trustees  named  in  my  will  to  raise 
the  annual  sum  of  500/.,  and  to  pay  the  same  unto 
Harriet' Catherine  Cock  during  her  life  by  quarterly 

payments." 
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j^ymenU.*'  <*I  give  likewise  and  bequefttb  to  each  of  1840. 
the  trustees  named  in  my  will  the  sum  of  5000/L»  on 
condition  that  he  accepts  the  trusts  thereof;  also  to  Mr. 
Jonathan  Moore  of  Grajft  Itm^  in  consideration  of  the 
friendly  regard  and  zeal  he  has  ^r  many  years  shewn 
in  my  concerns,  2000/1    Januafy  26thy  1825/' 

The  sixth  was  as  follows :  *<  In  consideration  of  the 
very  kind  and  liberal  attention  Henry  Brooksbank^  Es- 
quire,  has  hitherto  constantly  displayed  in  my  concerns, 
I  bequeath  to  him  the  sum  of  5000/. ;  and  I  declare 
that  this  sum,  and  also  the  sum  of  2000/.  to  Mr.  Jbna- 
than  Moorcy  are  in  addition  to  the  sums  ^ven  to  them 
as  trustees  to  my  will.'* 

The  ninth  was  as  follows:  ^*I  hereby  revoke  and 
annul  all  that  part  of  my  last  will  and  testament  which 
relates  to  Mr.  Jonathan  Moore,  and  I  hereby  request 
Mr.  Jonathan  Brundrett,  of  the  Temple ,  London,  to  un- 
dertake and  fulfil  the  same  purposes  and  intentions  and 
on  the  same  conditions,  for  the  effecting  of  which  I  had 
appointed  the  said  Mx.  Jonathan  Moore.  June  22dt 
1826." 

The  eleventh,  which  was  duly  attested  by  three 
witnesses,  was  as  follows :  ^*  This  is  a  further  codicil  to 
the  last  will  and  testament  of  me  Sir  Thomas  Clarges, 
Bart.,  made  this  10th  day  oi  April  1828.  I  hereby  do 
revoke  the  appointment  of  Mr.  H.  BrookAank  and 
Jonathan  Moore  bs  executors  and  trustees  of  my  will; 
and  do  also  revoke  all  and  every  legacy  and  bequest 
whatsoever  to  them  given  and  bequeathed  either  by  my 
last  will  or  any  codicil  thereto,  or  any  previous  will  or 
codicil  thereto ;  and  I  hereby  nominate,  constitute,  and 
appoint  Jonathan  Brundrett,  Esquire,  of  the  Inner 
Temple,  gentleman,  executor  and  trustee  of  my  will." 

By 
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1840.  ^7  ^^  codicib  he  had  giren  several  annnities  and 

pecuniary  legacies. 

The  testator  died  in  Rbruary  I8S4»  and  bis  will  was 
proved  by  JotuUkan  BnmArM  alone. 

With  respect  to  the  annuity  of  300^  to  Harriett 
Catherine  Coek^  it  is  necessary  to  state,  that  the  testator 
had,  in  his  lifetime,  executed  a  bond  wherel^  he  secured 
to  her  an  annuity  of  SOO/.,  to  be  paid  to  her  during  her 
life,  by  quarterly  payments,  on  the  usual  quarter  days, 
and  a  proportionate  part  to  be  paid  up  to  the  time  of 
her  death ;  with  a  provision  that  she  was  not  to  alienate 
or  encumber  the  annuity,  and  that  the  same  was  to  be 
settled,  on  her  marriage. 

It  should  be  also  stated,  with  reference  to  the  free* 
hold  annuity  of  5002.  a  year,  mentioned  in  the  testator's 
will,  that  by  letters  patent  dated  the  26th  of  November^ 
in  the  thirteenth  year  of  the  reign  of  King  Charles  II., 
his  Majesty,  in  consideration  of  the  signal  services  done 
i^id  performed  for  and  in  his  restoration  by  Sir  Thomas 
Clargesy  Knight,  who  was,  by  many  hazards,  eminently 
and  opportunely  instrumental  therein,  granted  <<unto 
Sir  Thomas  Clarges^  his  heirs  and  assigns  fdr  ever,  one 
annuity  or  yearly  pension  of  500/L*'  out  of  the  duty  or 
composition  of  I2d.  in  the  chaldron  for  coaL 

The  several  questions  which  arose  under  these  dt-* 
cumstances  were :  — 

First.  Whether  the  annuity  of  5002.  bequeathed  by 
the  third  codicil  to  HarrieH  Catherine  Coek  was  in  addi«. 
tion  to  or  in' substitution  for  the  legacy  of  6002^  which  the 
testator,  by  his  will,  gave  her  in  lieu  of  the  annuity  of 

SOOJL 
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SOO/L  secured  by  his  bond.    As  to  this  question  Hurst        1840. 
V.  Beach  (a),  Fraser  v.  Byng  (4)  were  cited. 

Secondly.  Whether,  under  the  fifth,  eleventh,  and 
twelfth  codicils,  Jonathan  Bnmdrett  was  entitled  to  a 
legacy  of  5000/.  On  this  point  Barber  v.  Barber  {c) 
was  referred  to. 

Thirdly.  Whether  the  legacies  given  by  the  unat- 
tested codicils  were  charged  by  the  will  on  the  real 
estate ;  and,  if  not,  whether  they  were  so  charged  by 
the  thirteenth  codicil,  which  was  duly  attested.  As  to 
the  effect  of  republication,  the  following  cases  were 
cited :  1  Wms.  Saunders^  277.  ^*  and  y!,  VtterUm  v. 
Robins  (d).  Guest  v.  WiUasey  {e)^  Gordon  v.  Lord 
Beay  (g),  Crosbie  v.  Macdoual  (A),  Goodlitle  v.  Mere- 
dith (0,  Barnes v.Crovoe{k)f  Warren  v.Davies  (/),  Gibson 
V.  Lord  Montfort{m)\  and  as  to  the  annuities  and 
legacies  given  by  the  intermediate  unattested  codicils, 
the  following  cases  were  cited :  Masters  v.  Masters  (n), 
HenveU  v.  Whitaker  (o),  BrudeneU  v.  Boughton  {p)f 
Habergham  v.  Vincent  ( j),  Bonner  v.  Bonner  (r).  Strong 
V.  Ingram  (5)9  Smart  v.  Prujean.  (/) 

Fourthly.  Whether  the  real  estate  specifically  devised 
should  not  be  exonerated  out  of  the  general  personal 
estate  and  the  estates  not  specifically  devised. 


(a)  5  Mad.  351.  (0  S  Mtfl.  ^  K.  49. 

\b)  1  Ruu.  i  M.  90.  (m)  1  Ve$.  sen.  485. 

(c)  3  MyL  ^  Cr,  688.  (n)  1  P.  W.  430. 

((Q  1  Ad.  ^  JV.  48S.  (o)  5  Ruu.  349. 

(e)  9  Bing.  499. ;  and  3  Bmg.  (p)  9  il<At  974. 

614.  (q)  9  r^Pf.  JUD.  936. 

ig)  S  Sim.  974.  (r)  13  Ves.  378. 

(A)  4  Fes.  610.  (0  6  5tm.  197. 

(t)  2M.JfS.  S.  (i)  6  Fi?#.  360. 

(Ir)  1  Ves.  jun.  486.;  and  4 
Bro.C.aa. 


And 
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And  fifthly.  Whether  the  perpetual  annuity  of  5001. 
a  year,  which  in  the  will  was  called  a  freehold  annuity, 
was  to  be  considered  as  real  or  personal  estate.  On 
this  point  The  Earl  ofSU^d  y.  Buckley  (a)  and  Aubin 
V.  Daly  (b)  were  cited.  . 

Mr.  Treslove  and  Mr.  Wikock^  for  the  Plaintiff  JBtcAari 
G.  Hare. 

Mr.  Kinderdey  and  Mr.  Bacon^  for  the  heir  at  law. 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  D.  James^  for  Jonathan  Brun^ 
dretL 

Mr.  James  Sussell  and  Mr.  Prendergast^  for  H.  C. 
Cock. 

Mr.  Tinney  and  Mr.  James  Campbell^  for  devisees. 

And  Mr.  IL  Parker  and  Mr.  BogerSj  for  other  parties. 


1841. 

Feb.  2«.  2^  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

This  cause  came  on  to  be  heard  on  exceptions  to  the 
Master's  report,  and  for  further  directions. 

The  testator  Sir  Thomas  Clarges  had  made  a  will 
which  was  duly  executed  and  attested,  and  thirteen  co- 
dicils, of  which  two  only  were  duly  executed  and  attested. 
The  decree  established  the  will  and  the  two  attested 
codicils,  and  directed  various  accounts  to  be  taken.  The 
Master  made  his  report  on  the  28th  of  February  1840, 
and  to  this  report  two  exceptions  have  been  taken. 

The  first  relates  to  an  annuity  of  50021  which  was 
given  to  Harriett  Catherine  Cock  by  the  fifth  codicil, 

and 
(a)  S  Fes.  len.  171.  (b)  4B.^Jld.  59. 
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and  which  the  Master  has  found  her  to  be  entitled  to,  in 
addition  to  an  annuity  directed  to  be  paid  to  her  by  the 
will.  The  exception  insists  that  the  Master  ought  not 
so  to  have  found. 

It  appears,  that  the  testator  had  in  his  lifetime  exe- 
cuted a  bond,  whereby  he  secured  to  Harriett  Catherine 
Cock  an  annuity  of  SOO/.  to  be  paid  to  her  during  her 
life,  by  quarterly  payments  on  the  usual  quarter  days, 
and  a  proportionate  part  to  be  paid  up  to  the  time  of 
her  death,  with  a  provision  that  she  was  not  to  alienate 
or  encumber  the  annuity ;  and  that  the  same  was  to  be 
settled  on  her  marriage.  By  the  will  he  confirms  this 
annuity,  and  gives  to  the  annuitant  a  further  yearly  sum 
of  200/.,  to  become  due  and  payable  at  the  same  days 
and  in  the  same  proportions,  and  in  every  respect  in  the 
same  manner  as  in  the  bond  by  which  the  200/.  was 
secured  to  her ;  it  being  the  testator's  intention  that  she 
should  receive  an  annuity  of  500/.,  instead  of  an  annuity 
of  SOO/.  By  the  fifth  codicil,  without  taking  any  notice 
of  the  bond  or  of  the  direction  in  the  will,  the  testator 
expresses  himself  thus :  ^*  I  direct  the  trustees  named  in 
my  will  to  raise  the  annual  sum  of  500/.,  and  pay  the 
same  to  Harriett  Catherine  Cock  during  her  life  by 
quarterly  payments;''  and  under  these  circumstances  I 
concur  in  the  finding  of  the  Master.  Whatever  we  may 
conjecture  as  to  the  testator's  intention,  and  however 
improbable  it  may  seem,  that  he  intended  to  double  the 
annuity,  yet,  having  regard  to  the  modified  interest  in 
the  annuity  secured  by  the  bond  and  confirmed  and  in- 
creased by  the  will,  and  to  the  mode  in  which  the  an- 
nuity of  500/.  is  given  by  the  codicil,  and  the  rules 
adopted  by  this  Court,  for  the  purpose  of  determining, 
whether  gifts  by  successive  instruments  are  to  be  deemed 
substitutionary  or  accumulative,  it  appears  to  me,  that 
the  gift  by  this  codicil  must  be  taken  to  be  additional. 
The  principal  argument  for  the  exception  was  founded 
Vol.111,  li  on 
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1841.  ^  on  the  expression,  ''the  annual  sum  otSOOL/'  which  it 
was  said  must  refer  to  the  annuity  of  500/.,  the  payment 
of  which  was  directed  by  the  will;  and  the  testator  may 
have  so  intended  it,  but  if  he  did,  I  think  that  he  has 
not  expressed  himself  with  sufficient  distinctness ;  and 
it  does  not  appear  to  me  that  the  words  are  necessarily 
to  be  taken  as  referential  to  the  annuity  of  500/.,  the 
amount  of  the  annuity  secured  by  the  bond,  and  con- 
firmed and  increased  by  the  will ;  I  must  therefore  over- 
rule this  exception. 

The  second  exception  relates  to  a  legacy  of  5000/.,  to 
which  the  Master  had  found  Mr.  BrundrtU  to  be  entitled, 
and  which  the  exception  insists  he  ought  not  to  have 
done. 

Henry  Brooksbank  and  Jonathan  Moore  were  the  trus- 
tees appointed  by  the  will.  The  testator  directed  that 
Mr.  Moore  might  act  as  solicitor  and  receiver,  in  the 
management  of  the  trust,  but  by  the  will  no  legacy  was 
given. 

By  the  fifth  codicil,  which  was  not  attested,  he  gave 
and  bequeathed  to  each  of  the  trustees  named  in  his  will, 
that  is,  to  Mr.  Brooksbank  and  Mr.  Moored  the  sum  of 
5000/.  on  condition  that  he  accepted  the  trust  thereoi^ 
and  he  gave  to  Mr.  Moore^  in  consideration  of  friendly 
regard  and  zeal,  2000/. 

By  the  eighth  codicU,  in  consideration  of  the  kind 
and  liberal  attention  Mr.  Brooksbank  had  displayed,  he 
bequeathed  to  him  the  sum  of  5000/. ;  and  he  declared 
that  sum,  and  also  the  sum  of  200021  to  Mr.  Moore^  were 
in  addition  to  the  sums  given  to  them  as  trustees. 

By  the  eleventh  codicil,  he  revoked  all  that  part  of  his 
will  which  related  to  Mr.  Moore^  and  requested  Mr. 

JcnatJuxn 
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Jonathan  Brvndrdt  to  undertake  and  fulfil  the  same        1841. 
purposes  and  lintendons,  and  on  the  same  conditions 
for  the  effecting  of  which,  he  had  appointed  Jonathan 
Moore. 

9 

The  word  ^^  conditions  **  is  not  accurately  employed 
in  this  codicil,  but  the  intention  of  the  testator  does  not 
appear  to  me  to  be  doubtful  He  requested  Mr.  Bruw- 
drett  to  undertake  the  purposes  and  intentions ;  that  is,  to 
perform  the  trusts,  for  the  performance  of  which  Mr. 
Moore  had  been  appointed,  and  on  the  same  conditions. 
Now  what  was  the  situation,  what  were  the  circum- 
stancesj  or  what  was  the  condition  in  which  Mr.  Moore 
stood  with  respect  to  the  trust?  By  the  will,  he  was 
allowed  to  act  as  solicitor  in  the  management  of  the 
trusts,  and  by  the  fifth  codicil  he  was  to  have  a  legacy 
of  5000^  on  condition  that  he  accepted  the  trust;  and  I 
am  of  opinion  that  the  testator,  by  the  eleventh  codicil, 
intended  to  place  Mr.  Brundrett  in  the  like  position, 
and  that  a  gifi:  of  the  legacy  must  be  implied.  I  there- 
fore thmk  that  the  second  exception  must  also  be  over- 
ruled. 

The  Master's  report  being  confirmed,  a  question 
is  raised  on  the  construction  of  the  will,  whether  the 
legacies  given  by  unattested  codicils,  are  within  the 
words  of  the  will,  charging  the  real  estates  with  the 
payment  of  the  legacies ;  and  if  not,  whether  they  or  any 
of  them  are  charged  on  the  real  estates  by  the  thirteenth 
and  last  codicil,  which  was  duly  attested. 

The  testator  declares  the  trusts  of  his  residuary  real, 
and  personal  estate  in  these  words,  *^  In  trust  thereout  to 
pay  all  my  just  debts,  the  expenses  of  my  funeral,  and 
of  proving  this  my  will,  and  the  l^acies  and  annuities 
hereby  bequeathed;  and  in  case  the  same  shall  ht  insuf- 

Ji  2  ficient 
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1841.  ficient  for  that  purpose,  then  I  charge  all  my  real  estate 
with  the  payment  of  the  same  respectively :"  that  is,  with 
the  payment  of  the  debts  and  expenses,  and  of  the  legacies 
and  annuities  hereby  bequeathed;  and  I  am  of  opinion 
,  that  these  words  do  not  create  a  general  charge  of  all  lega- 
cies, but  only  of  such  legacies  as  are  given  by  the  will. 
The  object  of  the  last  codicil,  which  was  duly  executed 
and  attested,  was  to  revoke  the  appointment  of  trustees 
and  executors  named  in  the  will,  and  the  bequests  given 
to  these  trustees,  and  to  appoint  Mr.  Brundrett  to  be 
executor  and  trustee ;  and  though,  in  effect,  it  operated  as 
a  republication  of  the  will  and  former  codicils,  and  might 
have  extended  any  prior  general  devise  to  lands  subse- 
quently acquired  before  the  date  of  the  last  codicil,  and 
have  subjected  such  subsequently  acquired  lands  to  a 
general  charge  contained  in  the  will,  yet,  considering  it 
as  a  republication  of  the  will,  and  all  the  preceding 
codicils,  I  do  not  think  that  the  effect  is  to  charge  on 
the  land  legacies,  which  by  those  codicils  were  not  so 
charged ;  and  Harriett  Catherine  Cock  being  entitled  to 
her  second  annuity,  and  Mr.  Brundrett  being  intitled 
to  his  legacy  under  a  codicil  which  was  not  duly  at- 
tested, and  there  being  no  general  charge  of  legacies,  I 
think  that  this  annuity  and  this  legacy,  and  the  other 
legacies  given  by  the  codicils  are  not  charged  on  the 
land. 

The  next  question  raised  is,  whether  in  the  appli- 
cation of  the  assets  in  payment  of  the  charges,  the  real 
estates  specifically  devised  should  not  be  exonerated  out 
of  the  general  personal  estate,  and  the  estates  not 
specifically  devised.  The  testator  has  directed  his 
estate  called  Bitchley  to  be  sold ;  and  has  directed  the 
money  to  arise  from  the  sale  thereof  and  all  the  residue 
of  his  estate  and  effects  not  specifically  devised  and 
bequeathed,  to  be  held,  in  trust  thereout  to  pay  all 

debts 
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debts  and  expenses,  and  the  legacies  given  by  his  will;  1841. 
and  the  deficiency  is  charged  on  all  his  real  estate. 
The  Bitchlejf  estate,  and  the  general  residuary  estate, 
real  and  personal,  are  therefore  to  be  applied  in  pay- 
ment of  these  charges;  and  if  it  shall  appear  that 
there  is  a  deficiency,  and  it  is  necessary  to  resort  for 
payment  of  the  debts  to  the  general  charge  effecting  the 
real  estates  specifically  devised,  it  will,  at  the  proper 
time,  be  necessary  to  consider,  whether  (to  the  extent  to 
which,  the  general  personal  estate  applicable  to  the 
payment  of  legacies  not  charged  on  land,  has  been  ex- 
hausted by  the  creditors,)  the  pecuniary  legatees  may  be 
entitled  to  resort  to  the  estates  specifically  devised ;  but 
in  the  present  state  of  the  cause,  the  question  which 
may  arise  out  of  that  state  of  things  seems  scarcely  ripe 
for  decbion. 

The  next  question  was,  whether  the  annuity  of  500/L, 
which  in  the  will  is  called  a  freehold  annuity,  and  is 
thereby  specifically  given,  is  to  be  considered  as  real  or 
personal ;  and  upon  the  authority  of  the  cases  which 
were  cited  in  the  argument,  viz.,  The  Earl  of  Stafford 
V.  Buckley  (a)  and  Aubin  v.  Daly  (2),  I  am  of  opinion, 
that  it  is  what  Lord  Hardwick  called  a  personal  in- 
heritance, which  the  law  suffers  to  descend  to  the  heir, 
but  which  has  nothing  to  do  with  the  realty. 

In  the  course  of  the  argument  a  claim  was  made,  to 
have  a  balance,  which,  at  the  time  of  the  decease  of 
Sir  Thomas  Clargesy  was  alleged  to  be  in  the  hands  of 
the  trustee  under  a  deed,  applied  towards  payment  of 
a  debt  due  to  Mrs.  Bastard;  but  the  facts  necessary  for 
the  decision  of  that  claim  do  not  sufficiently  appear, 

and, 
(a)  2  Fm.  sen.  171.  (fi)  4  B.^  Aid.  59. 

li  3 


46S  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

1841.       and,  if  neoessaryi  there  mu^  be  an  inqairy  on  die 
^^^^'^'^    subject. 

Over-rule  the  exceptions. 


V. 

Jeryis. 


Declare  that  the  legacies,  &C.,  given  by  the  un- 
attested codicils,  are  not  charged  on  the  land.  Carry 
on  the  accounts.    Direct  the  sale  of  BitcUey  ;  and 

Reserve  further  directions. 


Feb.  S6. 


BETHUNE  D.  KENNEDY,  (a) 


THIS  case  is  reported  on  the  hearing  in  1  Mylne  4" 
0.114. 


A.  conveyed 
to  B.  bis  re- 
versionary in- 
terest in  a 
fund  in  Court, 
and  B.  ob-  Henry  Van  Bodicoatef  one  of  the  Defendants  in  the 

order,  "when  5"^^»  being  entitled,  under  the  will  of  C/iarlotie  Peyton^ 

the  fund  fell     to  one  third  of  the  testatrix's  residuary  personalty,  in 

sion/J9.  pre-     remainder  expectant  upon  the  decease  of  Hester  Ken^ 

sented  a  peu-   nedy^  executed  an  indenture,  whereby  he  assigned  his 

reversionary  interest  for  a  valuable  consideration  to 


ment  to  him. 
On  the  hear- 
ing of  the 
petition,  A. 
insisted  that 
the  purchase 
was  invalid, 
being  a  pur- 
chase of  a 
reversionary 
interest  at  an 
undervalue. 
The  Court 
would  not 
decide  the 
point,biit  pro- 
posed to  retain 

the  funds  in  Court  for  a  limited  time,  if  A,  would  undertake  to  file  a  bill  to  set  aside 
the  conveyance.    A,  not  giving  the  undertaking,  the  fund  was  paid  out  to  B. 


Marmaduke  Robert  Langdale  and  others ;  the  indenture 
contained  the  usual  powers  of  attorney  for  the  receipts 
of  the  funds. 

In  June  1836,  on  the  petition  of  Bodicoate  and 
Zjangdakf  the  common  stop  order  was  obtained ;  where- 
by the  funds  were  directed  not  to  be  sold,  transferred, 
or  disposed  of,  without  notice  to  Langdale. 

On 

(a)  Ejp  reioHone. 
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On  the  death  of  Hester  Kenneefy^  the  assignees  pre-       1841. 
sented  a  petition  for  payment  out  of  Court  of  the  funds 
comprised  in  the  indenture  of  assignment 

The  execution  of  the  indenture  by  H.  Van  Bodicoate 
was  proved  by  a£Bdavit. 

An  affidavit  was  filed  in  opposition  to  the  petition, 
disputing  the  validity  of  the  purchase;  on  the  ground 
that,  the  subject  being  a  reversionary  interest,  the  price 
given,  was  inadequate ;  the  affidavit  contained  valuations 

purportmg  to  prove  this  allegation. 

Mr.  Pemberion  for  the  petition. 

Mr.  Kinderdey^  conird^  for  Henry  Van  Bodicoate,  op- 
posed the  payment,  on  the  grounds  that  the  assignment 
was  invalid ;  and  he  contended,  that  the  assignees  ought 
to  be  required,  if  they  insisted  on  the  validity  of  the 
instrument,  to  file  a  bill  for  the  purpose  of  establishing 
it 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  said  he  was  bound,  prim& 
fade,  to  give  credit  to  an  instrument  under  a  party's 
own  hand  and  seal ;  and  he  inquired  whether  Henry 
Van  Bodicoate  would  undertake  to  file  a  bill  to  set  aside 
the  assignment,  in  case  the  funds  in  question  were  re- 
tained in  Court  for  a  limited  time,  for  that  purpose. 

Mr.  Kindersley  intimating  that  he  was  unable  to  give 
such  undertaking, 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  directed  the  funds  to  be 
paid  over  to  the  petitioners  as  prayed. 


It  4 


46i 
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1841. 


Feb*  8* 


Injunction  to 
restrain  i)ro- 
ceedings  in  an 
issue  at  lawy 
directed  bv  a 
Judge  of  the 
Court  of 
Queen's 
Bench,  under 
the  Inter- 
pleader Act. 
The  Inter- 
pleader Act 
applies  only 
to  those  cases 
where  the  op- 
posite claims 
depend  on 
legal  righU, 
and  not  on 
matters  pe- 
culiarly of 
equitable  ju- 
risdiction. 


LANGTON  V.  HORTON. 

"D  Y  indenture  of  the  2d  of  March  I8S8,  the  De- 
■^^  fendant  George  Bumie^  who  was  owner  of  the  ship 
TTie  Foxhound^  then  on  her  voyage  to  the  South  Seas^ 
assigned  the  ship  and  tackle,  and  also  all  oil  and  head 
mailer  and  other  cargo  which  might  be  caught^  or  brought 
home  in  the  said  ship  or  vessel,  on  and  from  her  then 
present  voyage ;  and  also  the  policies  of  assurance  therein 
mentioned,  and  all  muniments,  writings,  and  papers  re- 
lating to  the  said  ship  called  The  Foxhound,  unto  the 
Plaintiffs,  for  securing  the  monies  in  the  said  indenture 
mentioned. 

The  assignment  was  produced  to  the  proper  officer 
of  the  port  of  London^  and  registered,  but  was  not  in- 
dorsed on  her  register,  the  ship  being  on  her  voyage. 

The  ship  returned,  with  a  large  cargo  of  oil,  to  Eng^ 
land  in  January  1841;  and  on  the  9th  of  January  I84I, 
it  was  taken  possession  of  by  a  messenger,  on  behalf  of 
the  Plaintiffs. 


On  the  ISth  of  January  1841,  the  sheriff  of  Surrey 
seized  the  ship  and  cargo,  under  a  writ  of  execution 
sued  out  of  the  Queen's  Bench  by  Horton,  who  was  a 
judgment  creditor  of  Bumie;  the  Plaintiffs  thereupon 
gave  notice  of  their  title  to  the  sheriff,  who  under  the 
Interpleader  Act  1  &  2  ^.  4.  r.  58.,  and  1  &  2  Vict,  c.45., 
summoned  the  Plaintiffs  and  Norton  before  one  of  the 
Judges  of  her  Majesty's  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  to  ap- 
pear and  state  the  nature  and  particulars  of  their  re- 
spective claims,  and  to  maintain  or  relinquish  the 
same.    On  the  1 9th  of  January  1 84 1 ,  one  of  the  Judges 

of 
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of  that  Court,  upon  hearing  counsel  on  behalf  of  the        1841. 


Langton 


Plaintifl&9  and  the  attornies  or  agents  on  behalf  of  Beja- 
min  Horton^  and  the  said  sheriff  of  5firr^,  ordered,  that  "  v. 
an  issue  should  be  tried,  inwhich  the  Plaintiffs  were  to  Horton. 
be  Plaintiffs,  and  Benjamin  Horton^  as  the  execution  cre- 
ditor, was  to  be  Defendant ;  and  that  the  sheriff  should 
remain  in  possession  at  the  expense  of  Plaintiffs,  from 
that  day,  until  security  for  the  amount  of  the  levy  should 
be  given ;  and  he  further  ordered,  that  the  question  of 
costs  should  be  adjourned. 

On  the  29th  day  oi  January  the  Plaintiffs  filed  their 
bill  against  Horton^  the  sheriff  of  Surrey^  and  Bumicy 
praying  a  declaration  that  the  indenture  of  the  2d  of 
March  1838,  operated  as  a  good  and  sufficient  equitable 
assignment  of  the  ship  and  cargo  for  the  monies  intended 
to  be  secured,  and  that  they  had  priority  over  Horton  ; 
and  for  an  injunction  to  restrain  the  levying  the  amount 
of  the  execution,  and  to  restrain  the  prosecution  of  the 
order  under  the  interpleader  act;  and  that  upon  the 
Plaintiff's  giving  security  for  the  amount  of  the  judg- 
ment, or  at  all  events,  on  paying  the  amount  into  court, 
the  ship  might  be  delivered  to  him ;  and  if  necessary 
that  a  receiver  might  be  appointed. 

The  Plaintifis  now  moved  for  the  injunction  and  re- 
ceiver, if  necessary. 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Rolti  for  the  Plaintiff. 

Mr.  Bethell  and  Mr.  E.  R.  Adams^  for  Mr.  Horton. 

Mr.  Painter^  for  the  Sheriff. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  real  question,  between  the  parties  in  this  case,  is, 
whether  in  respect  of  the  ship  and  cargo,  William  Hor^ 

ton 
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1841.  ion  the  ezecation  creditor,  b  or  is  not  entided  to  baire 
priority  over  the  Plaintifls,  who  daim  the  ship  and 
cargo  under  an  assignment  from  the  owner.  The  pro- 
perty is  in  the  possession  of  the  sheri£^  who,  in  conse- 
quence of  the  adverse  claims  of  the  parties,  availed  him- 
self of  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  parliament  referred  lo^ 
and  applied  to  a  Judge  of  the  Queen's  Bench,  for  the 
purpose  of  having  the  contest  between  the  two  parties 
who  are  likely  to  vex  him,  settled  under  the  authorby  of 
the  Court  of  Law. 

It  appears,  however,  that  the  rights  of  these  parties 
do  not  depend  upon  the  decision  of  mere  legal  questions. 
The  right  and  title  claimed  by  the  PliEuntifls  depend 
upon  questions  which  must  be  determined  in  a  court 
of  equity;  and  the  first  question,  therefore,  which  arises, 
upon  the*'present  occasion,  is,  whether  such  a  matter  as 
this  can  be  determined,  or  was  intended  to  be  deter- 
mined, by  the  common  law  judges  under  the  authority 
of  the  act  of  parliament.  I  must  own  it  appears  to  me 
upon  this  occasion,  that  the  judges  at  common  law  have 
not  conferred  upon  them,  by  that  act  of  parliament,  the 
power  to  determine  matters  which  are  peculiarly  within 
the  jurisdiction  and  province  of  a  court  of  equity ;  and 
that  the  intention  was  to  afford  the  relief  in  those  cases 
only,  in  which  opposite  claims  were  made,  depending 
upon  legal  rights,  and  not  upon  matters  exclusively  of 
equitable  jurisdiction. 

It  appears  that  both  these  parties,  when  they  went 
before  the  Judge  of  the  Queen's  Bench,  conceived  that 
their  claims  depended  upon  a  legal  title ;  and  it  being 
so  stated  to  the  Judge,  he  conceived  that  that  legal  right 
might  be  determined  upon  the  trial  of  a  feigned  issue, 
which  he  directed ;  but  the  terms  of  that  issue  never 
were  proposed  to,,  or  ip  wy  way  determined  upon,  l^y 

him. 


HORTON. 
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him*    What  I  collect  iiroia  the  eTideDce,  which  is  aot       1841. 

very  distinct,  is  this :  that  when  the  parties  lleft  the     J^j^^^ 

Judge's  chambers,  they  were  both  of  opinion  that  this  v. 

was  a  matter  .properly  of  hgtl  jurisdiction,  and  both  of 

them  intended  to  have  it  tried  in  the  way  in  whidi  the 

Judge  had  proposed;  but  that  some  time  afterwards, 

those  who  acted  for  the  Plaintifis  in  the  causey  disco* 

vered  that. there  was  matter  which  was  not  properly  of 

legal  jurisdiction,  and  therefore  conceived  that  it  could 

not  conyeniently,  if  at  all,  be  tried  in  the  manner  pro* 

posed  upon  thci summons  before  the  Judge;  and  that  it 

was  consequendy  necessary  to  file  a  bill  in  equity  for 

the  purpose  of  having  their  rights  determined.  • 

The  bill  being  then  filed  in  equityv  is  there  any 
thing  whatever  to  prevent  that  equitable  right  from  being 
tried  ?    Suppose  that  this  matter  had  never  been  brought 
under  the  consideration  of  a  common  law  judge  at  all; 
and  that  the  par^,  finding  he  could  not  sustain  the  legal 
right,  which  he  supposed  he  had,  and  that  he  had  an 
eqiMtable  tide  only,  which  epuld  only  be  enforced  in 
this  Court,  had  filed  a  bill,  could  it  be  wd  that  there 
was  no  equity  to  maintain  this  suit?  I  think  it  could 
not;  for  the  equity  arises  upon  this:  there  was  an  as- 
signoient  of  the  ship,  and  also  of  the  cargo,  which,  at 
the  date  of  the  deed  of  assignment,  was  not  in  existence 
on  board  the  ship,  but  was  afterwards  acquired.     Such 
a  prospective  cargo  would  not,  according  to  the  rules  of 
the  courts  of  law,  pass  by  the  assignment,  but  in  equity 
it  might  pass.     I  think,  therefore,  that  there  is  a  ques- 
tion proper  for  determination  here.     There  are  other 
questions  which  are  very  properly  raised,  which  may  be 
deserving  of  the  most  serious  consideration,  and  which 
may  ultimately  determine  the  rights  between  the  parties. 
The  question,  however,  is,  what  is  to  be  done  in  the  pre- 
sent stage  of  the  cause,  before  the  matters  which  are  in 

question 
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1841.        question  between  the  parties  can  be  determined,  and 
^^^^^"^"^     whether  the  matters  in  dispute  should  be  put  into  proper 

Langton  '^  r  r     r 

V.  course  of  investigation  and  the  property  secured  in  the 

HoRTON.  mean  time ;  my  opinion  is  that  it  ought.  Then  the  ques- 
tion is,  what  course  is  to  be  pursued  for  that  purpose. 
If  Mr.  Horton  is  content  with  the  species  of  security 
which  was  offered  during  the  proceedings  before  the 
Judge,  that  is  well,  if  not,  I  think  that  the  Plainti£fs  must 
bring  intp  court  a  fund  sufficient  to  answer  the  demand 
of  the  Defendant,  and  upon  that  being  done,  the  pro- 
perty ought  to  be  delivered  up  to  be  sold. 

With  respect  to  the  sheriff  of  course  he  cannot  be 
called  upon  to  part  with  the  possession  of  this  ship,  with- 
out being  paid  what  is  due  to  him. 


After  some  discussion  it  was  ordered,  that  upon  pay- 
ment of  a  proper  sum  into  court,  the  ship  and  cargo 
should  be  delivered  over  to  the  Plaintiff,  he  keeping  an 
account,  and  that  an  injunction  should  issue  restraining 
the  proceedings  at  law,  under  the  Judge's  order. 


NoTS.— See  Putney  y.  Tring^  S  Mee.  4r  W.  485.,  and  SUtrgeu  v. 
Claude^  1  Ihud.  Pr.  C.  505. 
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1841. 


De  BEIL  V.  THOMSON.  Feb.  u.  19. 

^■^HE  facts  and  points  of  this  case  are  so  fully  set  oat  a  parent,  by 
'■'    in  the  judgment  of  th^  Court,  that  it  is  unnecessary  J^^e  mam*  °c 

here  to  state  them.    The  case  was  argued  by  of  his  dau^- 

ter,  entered 
into  an  en- 
Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Ptdlerf  for  the  Plaintiff,  and  by  gagement,  in 

writing,  with 
her  intended 
Mr.  Kinderdey  and  Mr.  O.  Anderdon,  for  the  Defend-  J|^^"J^^*" 

ants.  name  was 

written,  but 

The  following  authorities  were  relied  on,  29  Car.  2.  c.  S.  Held,  diat'a 

s.  4. ;  Coles  v.  Trecothick  (a),  Western  v.  Bmsell  (i),  JacJc  }«^^«^'  written 

^  X     ^^  «,     ,  .  ,v      ^  /       .X    by  the  parent 

son  V.  Ijota>e  (c),  Norton  v.  Wood  (rf),  Acton  v.  Acton  (^),  after  the  mar- 

Bawdes  v.  Amhurst  {g\  Blagden  v.  Bradbear  (A),  Max-  "^  f be'^g^^f 

V)ell  V.  Mountacute  (1),    Taylor  ▼.  Beech  (^),  Smith  v.  randum,  as 

Watson  {I),  and  see  Mountacue  v.  MarweU{m\  Lnders  J^^gVfthe 

Anstey  {n\  Hodgson  v.  Hutchenson.  (o)  engagement, 

was  either  a 
■  sufficient 

agreement 

77ie  Master  gf  M«  Rolls.  jSJifthin 

-.     ,  ^  ,    «  .,    ,     -r^.  .     .M.    <•   .         ^he  Statute  of 

In  the  year  1825,  Baron  de  Beily  the  Plaintiff's  father.  Frauds,  or  a 

proposed  to  marry  Miss  Sophia  Thomson;    and    her  '"^'•j^"^'^ 

father,  Mr.  John  Poulett  Thomson,  having  consented  to  the  use  made 

the  marriage,  stated  that  he  should  empower  his  sons  Jhe  mcmo.^ '" 

Mr.  Andrew  Henry  and  Mr.  Charles  Thomson  to  treat  randum. 

.  .        A  parent, 
^^"^  in  the  written 


(a)  9  Ves.  S34.  (t )  Pre.  Ch.  586.  proposals  on 

ih)  zr.^B.  187.  (*)  1  Vei.  sen.  297.  the  marriage 

W  1  Bing.  9.  (0  Bunb.  55.  t^ltited 

(rf)  1  Buu.  *  M^.  1 78.  (m)  1  Sir.  295.  «  ^^  intended 

(e)  Prec.  Ch.  SS7.  i  (n)  4  Ke#.  501.  to  leave  his 

ig)  lb.  402.  (o)  5  VinerU  Ab.  522.  p  ^4.     daughter  a 

(A)  12  K«,  466, ;  1  Sugden  V.  further  sum  of 
i  P.  87.«  9th  ed. 
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1841.       with  the  Plaintiff's  &ther  respecting  the  settlement  to 
be  made  on  the  occasion* 


assets. 


In  consequence  of  this  statement,  and  by  the  appoint- 
10,000^  in  his  ment  of  Mr.  Andrew  Henry  Poulett  Thamsonj  on  the 
settie^on  her  ^^^  ^^  December  1825,  a  meeting  took  place  between 

and  her  cbil-    Baron  de  Beil  and  the  two  sons  of  Mr.  John  Poulett 
dren,  the  dis-     ,-„  ^       -  ^  .  »  ^ 

position  of       Jnomson^  for  the  purpose  of  agreemg  on  the  terms  of 

^^^•n**'shehad  *^  settlement     At  that  meeting  Mr.  Andrew  Henry 

no  children  to  Poulett  Thomson  produced  a  letter  from  his  father,  au- 

^  thTwilUf  thorising  the  sons  to  treat  respecting  the  settlement ;  and 

her  father."  a  discussion  thereupon  took  place  respecting  the  for- 

ou^  living   '  ^""®  to  ^  settled  by  Mr.  John  Poulett  Thomson  on  his 

that  sum.  daughter  Sophia,  the  terms  of  the  settlement,  and  the 

Held,  under  .  .  ^          ,  5^                ,^                jt^in^n-F 

the  drcum-  If  jomture  which  was  to  be  secured  by  the  Baron  de  Betl 

stonces,  that     ^^  jjjg  intended  wife.     TTie  result  of  this  discussion  was 

there  was  an  . 

obligation  on    expressed  in  a  memorandum  in  writing,  the  first  part 

be^aSsfied*^  of  which  was  written  by  Mr.  Andrew  Henry  Poulett 
out  of  his  Thomson^  and  the  last  part  of  it  by  Mr.  Charles  Poulett 
Thomson.  Baron  de  Beil  appears  to  have  left  the  bro* 
thers  before  the  memorandum  was  completed ;  but  they 
afterwards  sent  it  to  him,  and  it  is  expressed  as  fol- 
lows :  — 

^*  The  arrangement  proposed  in  case  of  the  marriage 
of  Baron  de  Beil  with  Miss  Sophia  Poulett  Thmnson  is 
as  follows :  viz.  Mr.  J.  P.  Thomson  proposes  to  pay 
down  the  sum  of  10,000/.  sterling,  to  be  secured  in  the 
British  funds,  or  other  funds  that  may  be  agreed  upon, 
in  the  name  of  trustees  to  be  chosen ;  the  interest  to 
belong  to  Baron  de  Beil  during  the  joint  lives  of  himself 
and  Miss  Thomson^  and  to  her  in  case  of  his  death  before 
her;  the  principal  to  be  secured  to  the  children  of  the 
marriage ;  or  in  case  of  there  being  no  issue,  the  sur- 
vivor to  have  the  interest  for  life,  and  the  capital  to  be 
at  the  disposition  of  Baron  de  Beil    Baron  de  Beil  to 

obtain 
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obtain  the  means  of  settlmg  500/.  per  annum,  to  be        184>1. 
payable  to  Miss  Thomson  for  her  life,  secured  on  his 
estates  at  Meddenburg  after  his  death,  in  case  of  her 
surviving  him. 

*^  Mr.  J.  Poidett  Thomson  proposes,  for  the  present, 
to  allow  his  daughter  200/.  per  annum,  for  her  private 
use,  subject  to  a  possibility  of  a  reduction  of  that 
sum,  in  case  political  or  other  circumstances  should  di- 
minish his  income;  and  also  intends  to  leave  a  further 
sum  of  J  0,000/.  in  his  will,  to  Miss  Thomson^  to  be 
settled  on  her  and  her  children ;  the  disposition  of 
which,  supposing  she  has  no  children,  will  be  pre- 
scribed by  the  will  of  her  father. 

**  These  are  the  bases  of  the  arrangement  proposed, 
subject  of  course  to  revision,  but  they  will  be  sufficient 
for  Baron  de  Beil  to  act  upon.  Baron  de  Beil  should 
forward,  as  early  as  possible,  a  joint  arrangement  for 
himself  and  brother,  settling  500/.  per  annum  on  Miss 
Thomson  ;  it  is  a  question  though,  how  far  that  can  be 
given  by  them  without  the  consent  of  their  heirs,  who, 
in  case  of  the  deadi  of  both,  might  vitiate  it  This 
point  should  be  decided." 

It  is,  I  think,  impossible  to  doubt,  what  was  intended 
by  preparing  this  memorandum,  and  sending  it  to 
Baron  de  BeiL  It  was  intended  to  be  a  proposal  and 
statement  of  intention,  deliberately  made  to  Baron  de 
Beil ;  and  which,  though  necessarily  subject  to  further 
consideration  and  to  revision,  was  capable  of  being  con- 
verted into  an  agreement  by  hb  acceptance:  by  his 
performance  of  that  which  was  required  from  him :  and 
by  the  solemnisation  of  the  intended  marriage,  with  the 
consent  and  approbation  of  Mr«  John  Pouleti  Thomson. 

Baron 
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1841.  ^  Baron  de  Beil  states  in  his  evidence,  that  he  accepted 
this  memorandum  as  containing,  in  effect,  the  terms  of 
the  said  agreement  come  to  between  him  and  die  two  sons 
of  Mr.  John  Potdett  Thomson  on  the  22d  of  December 
1825.^  It  appears  diat  he  soon  afterwards  proceeded  to 
do  that  which  was  required  of  him,  by  securing  to  his 
intended  wife  a  jointure  of  500/.  a  year  on  his  Mecklen^ 
burg  estate ;  and  he  distinctly  states,  that  the  arrange- 
ment contained  in  the  memorandum  was  not  in  any 
respect  modified,  altered,  waived,  or  abandoned  prior 
to  his  marriage  with  Miss  Sophia  Thomson,  which  took 
place  on  the  Uth  o{  February  1826. 

A  settlement  was  afterwards  made  of  the  10,0002., 
which  was  proposed  to  be  paid  down  by  Mr.  John 
Poulett  Thomson,  and  to  be  secured  in  the  British  funds, 
or  other  funds  that  might  be  agreed  upon ;  but  nothing 
was  done  respecting  the  further  sum  of  10,000A,  which, 
as  the  memorandum  expressed  it,  Mr.  John  Pouleit 
Thomson  **  intended  to  leave  in  his  will,  to  be  settled  on 
Miss  Thomson  and  her  children.'' 

The  Baroness  de  Beil  died  on  the  27  th  of  September 
1827,  leaving  the  present  Plaintiff  the  only  issue  of  the 
marriage. 

Mr.  John  Potdett  Thomson  died  in  the  year  18S7, 
having  made  a  will,  of  which  he  appointed  the  present 
Defendants  and  his  son  Andrew  Henry  Poulett  Thomson^ 
who  is  since  dead,  executors. 

The  Plaintiff  now  claims  that  further  sum  of  10,000/., 
which  the  memorandum  expressed  it  to  be  the  intention 
of  Mr.  John  Poulett  Thomsoti  to  leave  by  his  will,  to  be 
settled  on  the  Plaintiff's  mother  and  her  children ;  and 
he  insists  on  payment  out  of  the  assets  of  Mr.  John 
Poulett  Thomson. 

The 
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The  Defendants  deny  that  they  are  under  any  ob-        j^^j^  ^ 
ligation  to  pay  the  same ;  and  they  allege :  —  jy^  ^^u^ 

o. 

First,  That  the  sons,  Mr.  Andrew  Henry  and  Mr.  Thomson. 
Charles  Poidett  Thomson^  had  no  authority  from  their 
father  to  enter  into  any  agreement,  binding  the  father  to 
leave  the  sum  of  10,000/.  in  his  will  to  be  settled  ;  and 
consequently,  that  if  the  memorandum  and  the  subsequent 
events  amounted,  in  effect,  to  such  an  agreement,  it  was 
entered  into  without  authority,  and  was  not  binding  on 
the  father,  and  constitutes  no  obligation  to  be  satisfied 
out  of  his  assets. 

Secondly,  That,  by  the  Statute  of  Frauds  (a),  an  agree- 
ment, entered  into  in  consideration  of  marriage,  is  not 
binding,  unless  the  same  or  some  memorandum  or  note 
thereof,  shall  be  in  writing,  and  signed  by  the  party  to 
be  charged  therewith,  or  some  other  person  thereunto 
lawfully  authorised;  and  that  this  memorandum  was 
not  signed  by  Mr.  John  Poulett  Thomson  or  his  sons, 
.and  therefore  was  not  binding. 

Thirdly,  That  even  if  it  shall  appear,  that  the  sons 
had  the  father's  authority,  and  that  the  agreement  is 
not  made  invalid  by  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  still,  upon 
the  true  construction  of  it,  Mr.  John  Poulett  Thomson 
was  under  no  obligation  to  leave  the  sum  of  10,000/.  to 
be  settled ;  it  was  left  at  his  option  to  do  as  he  pleased. 
A  hope  of  bounty  to  that  extent  was  all  that  the  me. 
morandum  meant  to  hold  out,  and  the  bounty  might  be 
withheld;  and  after  the  death  of  the  daughter,  was 
reasonably  and  justly  withheld.  According  to  the  ex- 
pression of  the  Defendant's  counsel.  Baron  de  Beil 
might  rely  on  bounty,  but  had  no  right  to  insist  on 
obligation. 

{a)  S9  Car,^.  c.  3.  «.  4. 

Vol.  III.  K  k  Upon 
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1841.  Upon  a  due  consideration  of  the  facts  of  this  case»  as 

^'^'^C^^     ^^^y  appear  in  the  evidence  and  in  the  correspondence, 
V.  it  appears  to  me  to  be  sufficiently  establbhed,  that  Mr. 

Thomson,  j^drew  Henry  and  Mr.  Charln  Poidett  JTiomsm  Were 
authorised,  by  their  father,  to  make  the  proposals  ex- 
pressed in  the  memorandum  of  the  22d  December  1825 ; 
and,  on  the  part  of  Mr.  John  Poulett  Thomson^  to  offer 
those  proposals  to  the  acceptance  of  Baron  de  Beik  and 
enable  him  to  convert  them  into  an  agreement  by  ac- 
ceptance, and  doing  what  was  required  on  his  part ;  and 
considering  the  proposal  to  have  been,  under  the  cir- 
cumstances of  this  case,  ripened  into  an  agreemoit,  I 
am  of  opinion  that  Mr.  Andreoo  HenTysxid  Mr.  Charles 
Poulelt  Thomson  had  the  authority  of  Mr.  JMn  Poidett 
Thomson  to  enter  into  that  agreement  on  his  behalf. 

Upon  the  question  whether  this  agreement  is  invalid, 
by  reason  of  the  same,  or  any  memorandum  or  note 
thereof  not  being  signed  by  Mr.  John  Poidett  Thomson^ 
or  any  person  thereunto  lawfully  authorized,  according  to 
the  provisions  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  it  is  to  be  con- 
sidered in  what  situation  the  parties  were  and  what 
they  did. 

The  two  sons  of  Mr.  John  Poulett  Thomson  were,  as 
I  think,  authorised  to  enter  into  an  agreement  with 
Baron  de  Beil ;  pursuant  to  the  authority  which  they 
had,  they  made  certain  proposals  in  their  father's  name 
in  writing.  In  those  proposals  they  twice  write  and  use 
their  father's  name,  in  a  manner  to  shew,  with  sufficient 
certainty,  the  whole  of  that  which  was  proposed  on  his 
part;  the  proposals,  on  his  part,  were  accompanied  by 
a  requisition  of  something  to  be  done  on  the  part  of 
Baron  de  Beil;  and  Baron  de  Beily  on  receiving  the 
proposals,  accepted   them  and  proceeded  to  perform 

what 
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what  was  required  of  him;  and  this  being  performed        1841. 
the  marriage  was  solemnised. 

After  the  marriage,  and  after  the  death  of  the  wife, 
Mr.  Andrew  Henry  Thomson^  representing  himself  to 
act  with  the  authority  of  his  father,  acknowledged  the 
memorandum,  though  a  question  had  arisen  upon  the 
efiect  of  it.  And  Mr.  John  Potdett  Thomson  himself,  by 
his  letter,  of  the  SOth  April  18S0,  recognises  the  agree- 
ment, of  which  a  copy  had  been  put  into  his  hands  by 
Baron  de  BeiU  In  this  letter  Mr.  Thomson^  although 
he  says  that  he  had  forgotten  all  that  passed  at  the 
time  of  the  marriage,  and  says,  that  until  the  copy  was 
given  to  him,  he  had  not  understood  the  exact  ex- 
pression to  which  it  referred,  does  not  repudiate  the 
expression  as  unauthorised,  but  appears  to  me  to  admit 
that  he  had  agreed  to  the  effect  proposed  in  the  memo- 
randum ;  and  admitting  that,  he  says,  that  he  conceives 
the  only  question  to  be,  what  the  expression  used  in 
**  the  engagement"  (for  so  he  calls  it),  legally  implies. 

In  the  case  of  RandaU  v.  Morgan  (a)j  Sir  Wm.  Grant 
expressed  great  doubt,  whether  a  letter  written  after 
the  marriage,  referring  to  a  parol  agreement  before  the 
marriage,  would  be  sufficient  to  give  validity  to  a  pro- 
mise, which  of  itself  produced  no  obligation ;  but  Lord 
Harcourtf  in  the  case  of  Hodgson  v.  Hutchenson  (&), 
thought,  that  a  letter  after  the  marriage,  considering  the 
transactions  before,  was,  in  that  case,  sufficient.  And, 
in  this  case,  having  regard  to  the  transactions  which 
took  place  before  the  marriage,  it  appears  to  me,  that 
this  letter  subsequently  written  and  signed  by  Mr. 
Thomsony  referring  to  a  copy  of  the  memorandum,  as 
stating  the  expression  or  the  terms  of  the  engagement 

which 
(a)  12  Krf.75.  (b)  5  Fin,  Abr.  522.  pi.  34. 
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1841.  which  he  had  entered  into  before  the  marriage,  is  either 
a  sufficient  note  of  the  agreement  signed  by  the  party  to 
be  charged,  or  a  sufficient  recognition  of  the  use  made 
of  his  name  in  the  memorandum,  and  of  the  obligation 
thereby  contracted ;  and  so  thinking,  it  does  not  appear 
to  me  to  be  necessary  to  determine,  whether  the  use  of 
the  name  in  the  memorandum,  be  of  itself  a  sufficient 
signature  of  Mr.  Thomson  by  his  agents ;  or  whether  the 
provision  of  the  jointure  by  Baron  de  Beil  takes  the 
case  out  of  the  statute;  or  whether,  independently  of 
the  statute,  this  Court,  for  the  prevention  of  .fraud, 
would  compel  the  defendants  to  realise  the  expectations 
on  the  faith  of  which  the  marriage  was  contracted. 

If  Baron  de  Beily  on  receiving  the  proposals,  instead 
of  acting  upon  them,  on  the  faith  of  their  being  valid 
and  binding  if  adopted,  had  required  Mr.  Thomson  to 
sign  them  more  formally,  some  objection  might  probably 
have  been  made ;  but  I  conceive  that  any  such  objec- 
tion would  not  have  arisen  from  any  notion  that  the 
proposals  would  not  otherwise  be  valid,  but  rather  from 
a  desire  to  withdraw  the  proposals,  whilst  it  was  yet 
time,  from  the  consideration  and  acceptance  of  a  per- 
son, so  idly  jealous  and  suspicious  of  the  honour  and 
integrity  of  those,  with  whom  he  was  dealing  on  such  an 
occasion. 

Upon  that  which  Mr.  John  PouleU  Thomson  appears 
to  me  to  have  properly  considered  to  be  the  only  ques- 
tion, viz.  the  legal  effect  of  the  terms  in  which  the  en- 
gagement is  expressed,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  Plaintiff 
is  entitled  to  the  second  sum  of  10,000/.  which  he 
claims. 

The  memorandum  is  entitled,  '*  The  arrangement 
proposed  in  case  of  the  intended  marriage.''     It  ex- 
presses 
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presses  what  Mr.  John  Potdett  Thomson  proposed  to  do,  1841. 
and  what  Baron  de  Beil  was  required  or  expected  to 
do.  In  a  distinct  sentence,  it  proposed  an  annual  pay- 
ment, subject  to  possible  reduction  in  circumstances 
referred  to,  and  then  expressed  the  intention  of  Mr. 
John  Poulctt  Thomson  to  leave  a  further  sum  of  10,000/. 
by  his  will ;  and  so  far  from  providing,  that  the  leaving 
of  this  sum  was  to  be  merely  optional  on  his  part,  or 
was  to  be  subject  to  any  reduction,  it  expressly  pro- 
vides, that  it  should  be  at  the  disposition  of  Mr.  John 
Poulett  Thomson  in  a  certain  event  only;  viz.  in  the 
event  of  the  intended  wife  having  no  children.  It  would 
have  been  absurd  to  make  this  provision,  if  the  parties 
had  meant  that  the  gift  or  settlement  of  this  sum  of 
10,000/.  was  to  be  altogether  optional.  The  power  of 
disposition  would  not  have  been  expressed  in  one  par- 
ticular case,  if  it  was  intended  that  at  all  events,  and  in 
every  case,  the  disposition  and  the  option,  whether  to 
give  it  or  settle  it  at  all,  was  to  be  his.  The  use  of  the 
word  *'  intend,"  does  not  appear  to  me  to  be  in  any 
way  material ;  the  parties  were  expressing  a  part  of  the 
arrangement  in  case  of  the  marriage ;  and  the  meaning 
is  obvious,  that  he  intended  to  leave  the  10,000/.  if  the 
marriage  took  effect,  pursuant  to  the  proposal  and  in- 
tention thus  expressed. 

The  memorandum  then  expressed,  that  the  arrange- 
ments proposed  were,  of  course,  subject  to  revision,  but 
would  be  suificient  for  Baron  de  Beil  to  act  upon :  and 
it  was  argued,  that  because  the  proposed  arrangements 
were  subject  to  revision,  they  could  not  constitute  or 
end  in  a  concluded  agreement.  It  is  true  that,  whilst 
the  proposal  remained  subject  to  revision,  it  could  not 
constitute  a  concluded  agreement.  Proposals  of  this 
nature  cannot  result  in  an  agreement  all  at  once,  or  be 
otherwise  than  subject  to  revision.  The  proposals  were 
Kk  S  m 
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an  oifer  of  some  things  to  be  done  by.  Mr.  Thomson^ 
and  a  requisition  of  some  things  to  be  done  by  Baron 
V.  de  Beily  with  reference  to  the  intended  marriage.     Until 

Baron  de  Beil  had  performed  his  part,  and  prior  to  the 
marriage,  the  whole  was  to  be  subject  to  revision ;  but 
no  revision  took  place.  The  proposals  and  intentions, 
thus  expressed,  remained  without  any  alteration  what- 
ever,  up  to  the  time  of  the  marriage ;  and  I  am  of  opi- 
nion that  the  proposals,  which  up  to  that  time  had 
been  subject  to  revision,  did  then,  by  the  acceptance  of 
Baron  de  Beil^ — by  his  due  execution  of  the  required  set- 
tiement  on  his  part,  —  and  by  the  solemnisation  of  the 
marriage,  with  the  approbation  of  Mr.  Tiomson,  become 
an  agreement  which  Mr.  TAonwn  was  bound  specifically 
to  perform. 

I  am,  therefore,. of  opinion  that  the  Plaintiff  is  entitled 
to  the  relief  which  he  prays,  and  that  there  must  be  a 
decree  accordingly,  with  costs. 


Mr.  Puller.  Does  your  Lordship  think  that  interest 
ought  to  be  paid  on  this  sum  from  the  death  of  the  tes- 
tator? 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls.  I  think  that  interest,  at 
4  per  cent.,  is  payable,  but  only  from  the  end  of  one 
year  after  the  testator's  death,  on  the  footing  of  a  legacy. 


Affirmed  by  Lord  CoUenham^  6th  oi  Avgiut  1841. 
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1841. 


STOCKER  V.  HARBIN.  Jan.  is. 

Feb*  23. 

rilHE  testator,  James  Stocker^  by  his  will,  dated  the  A  testator,  by 

•*•    17th  of  September  1824,  "  after  payment  of  all  his  aitSgave 

just  debts,  funeral  and  testamentary  expenses  in  the  nil  his  real 

first  place  thereout,  and  so  charged  with  the  payment  estate  to  tms- 

of  the  same,**  gave  and  bequeathed  all  his  real  and  per-  te«,  tocon- 

sonal  estate  to  his  wife  and  two  other  persons,  upon  money  and 

trust,  with  all  convenient  speed,  and  at  farthest  within  ^"5  then  to**' 

five  years  next  after  his  decease,  to  sell  all  his  real  appropriate 

estate,  and  convert  into  money  his  personal  estate,  and  ^f  ),jg  ^^ 

he  proceeded  as  follows  :  —  •*  And  I  do  hereby  declare  ^^^  "^IImi 

and  direct  that  my  said  wife  Mary  and  the  said  Thomas  he  gave  to 

Knoli  and  John  SeUwood^  and  the  survivor  of  them,  and  ^}^  P'"'?.*'^- 

By  a  codicil, 

the  heirs,  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  and  of  not  properly 

such  survivor,  shall  stand  and  be  possessed  of  and  hold  ^'[^^^ 

the  monies  to  arise  and  be  gotten  in  and  by  virtue  of  tate^he  re- 

this  my  will,  in  trust,  in  the  first  place,  to  pay  all  my  ^^gcy:  Held, 

just  debts,  funeral  and  testamentary  expenses,  as  I  have  that  on  this 

in         1.  1  .1  ^      'T^  will  the  testae 

before  directed;  and  then  next  and  withm  one  year  tor  had  made 

after  my  death,  to  appropriate,  take  from  and  out  of  my  **"  ^^\^ 

said  trust  monies^  the  sum  of  1 000/L,  and  vest  the  same  tate  a  com- 

in  trade,  the  purchase  of  parliamentary  stocks  or  funds  ^ymentof**' 

of  Great  Britaiuj  upon  real  or  other  good  and  sufficient  this  let,'acy: 

.         ^  .   ^        ^  •         .  .  ,  •     ^r  that  the  re- 

security,  at  mterest,  as  they  thmk  proper,  m  the  names  vocation  was 

of  them  my  said  wife  Mary^  Thomas  Knotty  and  John  *"°PS!i*!u" 

Sellwoodf  or  the  survivor  of  them,  her  or  his  heirs,  exe-  real  estate, 

cutors,  administrators,  or  assigns ;  with  full  power  to  p°^n||ff  ^^ 

change  and  vary  the  said  funds  and  securities,  at  their  entitled  in  the 

discretion ;  upon  trust  and  for  the  purposes  hereinafter  j^^ich^he" 

expressed  concerning  the  same,  that  is  to  say :  In  trust  real  estate 

to  pay,  apply,  and  dispose  of  the  whole  of  the  interest,  personal. 

proceeds,  and  profits  of  the  said  lOOOA,  whether  arising 

Kk  4  from 
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1841.  from  being  vested  in  trade  or  otherwise,  from  time  to 
time^  as  received,  for  and  towards  the  maintenance, 
education,  and  sole  benefit  of  my  son  Daniel  Stacker^ 
during  his  minority,  according  as  my  said  trustees  think 
best  for  his  advantage ;  and  on  my  said  son  Daniel's 
attainment  to  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  then,  upon 
trust  to  immediately  pay,  assign,  and  finally  make  over 
unto  him  the  said  sum  of  1000/L,  or  the  stock  in  trade, 
in  which  the  same  may  consist,  together  with  all  the 
profits,  proceeds,  and  interest  arising  therefrom,  then 
remaining  in  their  or  either  of  my  said  trustees'  hands, 
if  any.  And  in  case  my  said  son  Daniel  should  happen 
to  die  during  his  minority,  and  before  his  being  paid 
the  said  legacy  of  1000/.,  and  leave  no  legitimate  issue, 
it  is  then  my  will,  that  on  his  so  dying  childless  during 
his  minority,  the  said  legacy  of  1000/.  shall  revert  to 
and  become  part  of  all  my  residuary  monies  and  estate. 
And  after  taking  and  appropriating  the  said  sum  of 
1000/.  out  of  my  residuary  monies  and  estate^  I  then 
give  and  bequeath,  and  direct  to  be  paid,  within  one 
year  next  after  the  amount  of  my  residuary  monies  and 
estate  is  ascertained,  and  realised  by  my  said  trustees, 
unto  my  daughter  Elizabeth^  the  wire  of  George  Harbin, 
one  equal  part  or  portion  of  all  my  said  residuary 
monies  and  estate,  into  as  niany  equal  shares  and  por- 
tions divided  as  I  shall  leave  children,  my  sons  and 
daughters  (except  my  said  son  Daniel)  me  surviving, 
first  deducting  from  such  my  said  daughter  Elizabeths 
share,  the  sum  of  400/.  in  lieu  of  the  advancement  I 
have  already  given  to  her ;  and  which  400/.  it  is  my 
will  shall  remain  to  and  go  with  my  then  residuary 
monies  as  hereinafter  directed :  that  is  to  say,  then  upon 
trust  to  pay,  apply,  and  dispose  of  the  whole  of  the 
interest,  dividends,  and  proceeds  of  the  funds  and  se- 
curities upon  which  my  then  remaining  monies  shall  be 
invested,  and  of  all  other  my  residuary  estate  and  efiects 

whatsoever 
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whatsoever,  as  from  time  to  time  received,  or  such  part  1841. 
thereof  as  my  said  trustees  think  meet,  for  and  towards 
the  maintenance  and  education,  placing  out  to  trade, 
business,  or  profession  of  my  sons  and  my  daughters, 
and  such  of  my  posthumous  child  or  children  as  my  said 
wife  may  be  pregnant  with  at  my  decease,  during  their 
minority ;  and  on  the  several  and  respective  attainments 
of  my  said  sons  and  daughters,  and  such  my  posthumous 
child  or  children  (if  any)  to  their  ages  of  twenty-one 
years,  in  trust  to  pay,  make  over,  and  assign  unto  each 
of  them  my  said  sons  and  daughters,  and  such  my  post- 
humous child  or  children,  one  even  share  and  portion, 
into  as  many  similar  and  equal  shares  or  parts  divided 
as  I  have  children  in  number,  except  my  said  son  Daniel 
and  my  said  daughter  Mary^  whose  specific  legacy  and 
shares  are  so  previously  appropriated  for  them  as  I 
have  before  directed  of  all  my  said  residuaty  trust 
monies  and  estate.*' 

The  testator  appointed  his  wife  and  Knott  and  Sell^ 
wood  joint  executors.  The  testator's  will  was  duly  exe- 
cuted and  attested  by  three  witnesses. 

He  afterwards  in  1830  made  a  codicil  to  his  will,  at- 
tested by  two  witnesses  only,  whereby  he  recited  that  he 
had  given  1000/.  in  his  will  to  his  son  Daniel^  and  pro- 
ceeded as  follows :  —  **  He  at  that  time  being  a  minor, 
but  since  having  become  of  age,  and  I  having  provided 
for  him  in  malting  business  and  other  concerns,  I 
hereby  direct  and  most  particularly  request  that  the 
1000/.  named  in  the  fifty-first  line  of  the  second  sheet 
ofmy  said  will  and  testament  shall  be  null  and, void  ; 
and  I  do  further  direct  that  my  son  Daniel  Stacker 
shall  not  receive  any  of  my  real  or  personal  property 
direct  or  indirect,  saving  the  sum  of  Is." 

The 
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1840.  The  testator  died  in  1884,  and  his  son  Daniel,  who 

was  his  heir  at  law,  filed  thb  bill  for  payment  of  the 
l^cy;  alleging,  that  the  revocation  by  an  unattested 
codicil  was  void,  either  as  to  the  whole  legacy,  or  as  to 
such  proportion  of  it  as  would  be  payable  out  of  the 
produce  .of  the  real  estate. 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Keetie,  for  the  Plaintiff. 

Mr.  Tifiney  and  Mr.  Sheffield,  amird,  contended, 
first,  that  the  gift  of  the  1000/.  was  of  the  character  of 
a  pecuniary  legacy,  for  although  it  was  charged  on  the 
real  estate,  it  was  primarily  payable  out  of  the  per- 
sonal estate,  and  that  consequently  it  had  been  revoked 
by  the  codicil. 

Secondly,  that  it  came  within  the  principle  of  those 
cases  in  which  legacies  charged  on  real  estate  had  been 
permitted  to  be  altered  or  modified  by  an  unattested 
codicil. 

Thirdly,  that  the  gift  was  in  the  nature  of  a  portion, 
and  had  been  satisfied,  within  the  intention  of  the  testator. 

Fourthly,  that  if  the  gift  had  been  revoked,  it  fell 
into  the  residue,  and  did  not  lapse  for  the  benefit  of 
the  heir. 

And  lastly,  that  if  these  points  failed,  then  that  the 
case  came  within  the  decision  in  Roberts  v.  Walker  (a), 
and  that  the  charge  must  be  apportioned  between  the 
real  and  personal  estate,  so  &s  to  give  to  the  Plaintiff 
that  proportion  only,  which  was  payable  out  of  the 
realty. 

Mr. 
(a)  1  Rtm.  4*  MtfL  753. 
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Mr.  Pembertan,  in  reply.  1841. 

The  following  authorities  were  referred  to:  Hooper 
T.  Goodwin  {a),  OaUini  v.  Noble  (&),  Attorney-General 
v.  Ward  (c),  Hyde  ▼.  Hyde  (d),  Buckeridge  v.  Ingram  {e)j 
Sheddon  v.  Goodrich  (g),  BntdeneU  ▼.  Boughion  {h)^ 
Habergham  v.  Vincent  (t),  Core  v.  JBa^s^  (A),  Holmes  v. 
Holmes  (l\  Amphlett  v.  ParA:^  (m),  Gr^m  v.  Jackson  (n), 
Durour  v.  Motteux  (o),  Ccgfan  v.  Stephens  {p)j  KenneU 
V.  Abbott  {q\  Noel  v.  Z«or£2  Henley  (r),  and  Phillips  v. 
PAf7//ps.  (5) 


T/ie  Master  ^Me  Rolls.  i^<6. 35. 

c72z0i^5  Stocker,  by  his  will,  dated  the  17th  of  &p- 
tember  1824,  devised  and  bequeathed  all  his  real  and 
personal  estate  to  trustees,  directing  them  to  convert 
the  whole  into  money;  and  he  declared,  that  they  were 
to  stand  and  be  possessed  of  and  to  hold  the  monies  to 
arise  and  be  gotten  in,  by  virtue  of  his  will,  in  trust,  in 
the  first  place,  to  pay  his  debts,  and  then  to  appropriate 
and  take  out  of  his  said  trust  monies,  the  sum  of  100021, 
and  vest  the  same,  in  manner  in  his  will  mentioned,  for 
the  benefit  of  his  son  the  Plaintifil  The  will  was  so 
executed  and  attested  as  to  pass  real  estate  by  devise ; 
and  some  time  afterwards,  by  an  unattested  codicil, 
dated  the  2dd  of  September  1830,  the  testator,  reciting 
the  legacy,  and  that  he  had  provided  for  his  son,  re- 
quested 

(a)  18  Vei.  156.  (m)  1  Sim.  S75.;  4  Ruts.  75.; 

(b)  3  Mer.  691.  and  8  Ruu.  4*  3i.  S21. 

(c)  5  Ves.  337.  (n)  5  Euu.  35.,  and  on  ap- 
{d)  1  Eq,  Ca.  Abr.  409.               peal,  S  Ruu.  4*  M.  238. 

(e)  2  FV«.  jun.  652.  (o)  1  Vet,  sen.  520. 

(g)  8  re«.4Sl.  Ip)  1  Beavan^  482.  note  c. 

(A)  2  Aik.  268.  Iq)  4  Ves.  802. 

(t)  2  Vet.jun.  204.  (r)  7  Price^  341.,  and  Daniei, 

(k)  3  Ves.  155.  211 

(/)  1  Bro.  C.  C.  555.  (0  1  M^.  4*  K.  649. 
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1841.        quested  ihat  the  gift  of  lOOO/.  mentioned  in  his  will 
should  be  null  and  void. 

The  son  has  now  filed  his  bill  for  payment  of  the 
legacy,  allying,  that  the  revocation  by  an  unattested 
codicil  is  void,  either  as  to  the  whole  legacy,  ur  as  to 
such  proportion  of  it,  as  would  be  payable  out  of  the 
produce  of  the  real  estate. 

The  Defendants  allege,  that  the  will  is  so  expressed, 
as  to  constitute  the  legacy  a  charge  on  the  real  estate ; 
and  that,  upon  a  true  construction  of  the  will,  the 
real  estate  ought  to  be  considered  as  {q)plicable  to  the 
payment  of  the  legacy,  only  in  aid  of  the  personal 
estate ;  and  further,  they  contend,  that  this  legacy  is  in 
the  nature  of  a  portion,  which  has  been  satisfied  by  ad- 
vancement I  am  of  opinion  that  this  is  not  a  case  of 
ademption  or  of  satisfaction  of  a  portion ;  and  it  appears 
t(«  me,  that  according  to  the  true  construction  of  this 
will,  the  testator  has  made  his  real  and  personal  estate 
one  common  fund,  for  the  payment  of  his  debts  and 
this  legncy,  and  for  ultimate  distribution  : — that  in  the 
way  the  testator  has  treated  his  property,  there  is  no 
priority,  and  the  real  estate  cannot  be  considered  as  ap- 
plicable merely  in  aid  of  the  personal  estate. 

And  the  legacy  being  given  out  of  a  mixed  fund, 
constituted  of  both  real  and  personal  estate,  I  think, 
that  the  real  and  personal  estate  ought  to  have  con- 
tributed to  the  payment,  in  proportion  to  their  re- 
spective amounts;  and  that  the  revocation  by  an  un- 
attested codicil,  though  good  as  to  such  proportion  as 
would  have  been  payable  out  of  the  personal  estate, 
fails  as  to  such  proportion  as  was  payable  out  of  the 
produce  of  the  real  estate,  and  that  such  proportion, 
therefore,  remains  a  valid  gift  to  the  legatee. 

Refer 
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Refer  it  to  the  Master  to  ascertain  the  relative  values  1841. 
of  the  testator's  real  and  personal  estates  at  the  time  of 
bis  death ;  and  declare,  that  the  Plaintiff  is  endlled  to 
so  much  and  such  part  of  the  legacy  of  lOOO^i  as,  upon  Harbin. 
a  rateable  payment  out  of  the  real  and  personal  estates, 
would  have  been  payable  out  of  the  real  estate ;  and  let 
the  Master  ascertain  the  amount  thereof. 


Stocker 


CROSBY  t;.  CHURCH.  Jan.  2».  25. 

THE  testatrix  gave  the  residue  of  her  personal  estate  Bequest  of 
to  the  Defendant  Mrs.  Churchy  and  she  appointed  ^5^"*^'»  *?     , 
Mr.  Ci-ctsby  (the  husband  of  the  Plaintiff),  Mr.  George,  covert,  to  be 
and  the  Defendant  Mrs.  Church  executors  and  executrix  hS-Tn^hCT  own 

of  her  will.  name,  and  the 

interest  to  be 
for  her  sepa- 

By  a  codicil,  she  expressed  herself  as  follows :  —  **  I  I**®  "J^  ?"*! 

the  principal 
give   to  my   beloved   grand-daughter,   Mrs.   Charlotte  to  remain  in 

Crosbyy  over  and  above  any  former  bequest,  1000/.  3  per  g^^jj^j^^'fiii 

cent,  consols,  to  be  transferred  to  her  in  her  own  name,  the  youngest 

and  the  interest  to  be  for  her  own  sple  and  separate  attained 

use,  and  the  principal  to  remain  in  trust  of  my  execu-  twenty^ne, 

tors  and   residuary   legatee   till  the  youngest  of  her  principal  was 

children  shall  attain  the  ace  of  twenty-one  \'ears,  when  to  be  her  own; 

the  principal  shall  be  her  own ;  or,  in  case  of  her  de-  her  demise  it 

mise,  it  shall  devolve  to  her  present  husband,  the  Rev.  JJJ^"  er  hus^'^^ 

Bjobert  Crosby:'  band.    ITie 

trustees,  on 
the  death  of 
The  testatrix  died  in  1815,  and  her  will  was  proved  the  testatrix, 

by  her  executors  and  executrix.     The  funded  property  (he  fund  to 

was  ^••^•fsliond 
her  husband 
ailerwardssold 
It  out,  and  they  bQth  signed  the  transfer :  Held,  that  a  breach  of  trust  had  been  com- 
mitted, but  that  A.  B.  had  made  a  valid  disposition  of  the  dividends  which  might 
accrue  previous  to  her  youngest  child,  bom  after  the  death  of  the  testatrix,  attain- 
ing twenty-one. 
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1841.  was  transferred  into  the  name  of  Mrs. Church  alone; 
and  on  the  9th  of  March  1815,  Mrs.  Churchy  with  the 
assent  of  her  husband,  transferred  1000/.  consols  mto 
the  name  of  Mrs.  Crodn/,  in  satisfiiction  of  her  legacy. 
On  the  26th  of  July  1816,  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Crosby  sold 
oat,  and  transferred  that  sum  to  a  purchaser.  The 
transfer  was  signed  both  by  Mr.  and  Mrs.  CroAy. 

Mrs.  Crosby  had  two  children  living  at  the  death  of 
the  testatrix,  the  youngest  of  whom  attained  twenty-one 
in  the  year  18S8 ;  but  she  afterwards  had  other  chil- 
dren, the  youngest  of  whom  was  born  in  1825,  and  had 
not  therefore  attained  twenty-one. 

Mr.  Church  died  in  1820,  leaving  Mrs.  Church  his 
executrix,  and  Mr.  Crosby  died  in  1886. 

In  18S8  Mrs.  Crosby  filed  her  bill  against  Mrs.  Church 
and  the  representatives  of  Mr.  George^  the  other  exe- 
cutor, alleging,  in  effect,  that  the  executors  and  execu- 
trix had  committed  a  breach  of  trust  by  transferring 
the  1000/.  into  the  PlaintiiF's  name,  whereby  it  became 
liable  to  the  control  of  her  husband;  and  seeking  to 
recover  1000/.  consols,  and  the  dividends  thereon,  from 
the  death  of  her  husband. 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Ptggottj  for  the  Plaintiff. 
The  effect  of  the  codicil  was  to  give  to  the  Plaintiff  a 
partial  interest  for  her  separate  use,  with  a  contingent 
reversionary  gift  of  the  principal ;  the  latter  she  and 
her  husband  were  incapable  of  disposing  of,  so  as  to 
bind  her  if  she  survived ;  for  it  was  in  the  nature  of  a 
reversionary  interest  in  a  chose  in  action;  Purdew  v. 
Jackson  (a),  and  Honner  v.  Morton,  {b) 

The 
(a)  1  Butt.  1.  (6)  5  Ruu^eB. 
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The  trustees  ought  to  have  retained  the  fuud  in  theur  184K 
own  names,  in  order  to  give  effect  to  the  bequest,  and 
protect  it  from  the  Plaintiff's  husband.  Instead  of  this, 
they  transferred  the  fund  into  the  name  of  the  Plaintiff, 
who  was  then  a  married  woman ;  this,  in  eflfect,  was  the 
same  as  if  they  had  transferred  into  the  name  of  the 
husband  alone,  for  he  obtained  the  legal  control  over 
the  fund  standing  to  his  wife's  credit  in  the  bank  books. 
Even  as  regards  the  dividends,  which  were  settled  to 
her  separate  use,  she  cannot  be  considered  as  having 
disposed  of  them ;  she  had  never  the  option  given  her 
of  refusing  to  assent  to  the  disposition  made  by  her 
husband,  and  was  never  placed  in  the  situation  of  exer- 
cising a  free  power  of  disposition  over  them.  Though 
she  joined  in  the  transfer,  it  was  quite  unnecessary,  as 
her  husband,  without  her  consent,  might  have  trans- 
ferred the  stock.  That  act  must  be  considered  the  act 
of  her  husband  alone,  under  whose  control  she  was  at 
the  time.  The  Plaintiff  is,  therefore,  entitled  to  the 
principal  sum  and  dividends ;  or,  at  all  events,  to  the 
principal.  They  cited  Nail  v.  Punter  (a)  and  Scott  v. 
Davis,  ip) 

Mr.  Tinney  and  Mr.  Koef  contrd,  argued  that  the 
trustees  had  strictly  followed  the  direction  contained  in 
the  will,  which  ordered  the  consols  ^^  to  be  transferred 
to  her  in  her  own  name,"  and  that,  consequently,  there 
had  been  no  breach  of  trust  at  all. 

That,  subject  to  the  contingent  gift  to  her  husband, 

which  he  had  waived  by  his  disposition  of  the  property, 

the  gift  to  the  Plaintiff  was  absolute ;  Elton  v.  Shep^ 

hard  (c),  Irwin  v.  Farrer  (rf),  Adamson  v.  Armitage  (e) ; 

and 
(«)  5  Sm.  SS5.  (d)  19  Vet.  85. 

(6)  4  AfyL  4-  Cr.  87.  {e)  lb.  415. 

(c)  1  SrP.  C.  C.  539. 
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184K  and  there  being  no  clause  against  anticipation,  the 
Plaintiff  could  dispose  of  the  principal  and  dividends  as 
she  thought  fit  That  the  intermediate  dividends,  being 
settled  to  her  separate  use,  she  must  be  considered,  as 
to  them,  Vifeme  sale^  and  that  she  had  made  a  valid  dis- 
position thereof  by  her  concurrence  in  the  transfer  of 
the  stock.  That  at  any  rate  she  had  made  a  valid 
charge  on  the  dividends  settled  to  her  separate  use ;  and 
that,  if  she  died  before  her  youngest  child  attained 
twen^-one,  the  property  would  then  belong  to  her 
husband's  estate,  and  the  disposition  by  him  would  then 
be  rendered  valid. 

Mr.  Pemberiofiy  in  reply. 

TTte  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

It  is  very  distressing  to  find  claims  made  against  a 
party  entirely  innocent,  by  one  who  has  been  the  occa- 
sion of  the  breach  of  trust  complained  of.  It  is,  no 
doubt,  a  case  of  great  hardship,  but  the  Court  must  act 
strictly  on  its  established  principles. 

The  first  question  is,  what  interest  did  the  Plaintiff 
take  in  this  legacy  ?  The  first  direction  is  to  transfer 
the  1000/.  into  the  Plaintiff's  own  name,  but  not  as  her 
absolute  property,  for  the  dividends  were  to  be  for  her 
separate  use,  and  the  principal  was  to  remain  in  trust 
of  the  executors  until  the  youngest  of  her  children 
should  attain  twenty-one ;  then,  and  not  till  then,  the 
principal  was  to  be  her  own.  When,  therefore,  that 
time  arrived,  the  stock  was  to  be  transferred  to  the 
Plaintiff,  but  until  then,  it  was  to  remain  in  the  trust  of 
the  executors.  There  is,  therefore,  an  immediate  gift 
of  the  dividends  to  the  Plaintiff  for  her  separate  use,  and 
an  absolute  gift  of  the  principal  to  be  transferred  to  her 

on 
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CO  her  youngest  child  attaining  twenty-one,  with  a  gift        184>1. 

over  in  case  of  her  death,  before  the  happening  of  that     ^^^^^^ 

event  v. 

Church. 

Hiat  being  so,  the  executors  and  executrix,  errone- 
ously, transferred  the  principal  at  the  end  of  a  year  after 
the  death  of  the  testatrix.  They  did  not  suffer  the 
principal  to  remain  in  trust,  but  transferred  it  into  the 
name  of  the  Plaintiff;  and  she,  being  at  that  time  under 
the  dominion  of  her  husband,  transferred  it  to  some  one  * 
else.  There  never  was  such  an  investment  as  the  due 
execution  of  the  trust  required ;  the  trust  was  not  per- 
formed, and  there  is  nothing  to  deprive  the  Plaintiff  of 
the  benefit  of  the  trust,  so  far  as  relates  to  that  interest 
which  is  not  settled  for  her  separate  use. 

It  is  clear  that  this  sum  must  be  brought  into  Court ; 
and  then  comes  the  question  which  has  occasioned  some 
doubt  in  my  mind :  the  dividends  were  to  be  paid  for  her 
sole  and  separate  use,  and  there  are  no  words  which 
directly  or  by  implication  create  any  fetter  against  alien- 
ation ;  the  question  then  is,  whether  the  way  in  which 
she  has  dealt  with  these  funds  amounts  to  a  disposition 
of  the  dividends. 


If  a  married  woman  could  not  dispose  of  her  separate 
estate  without  making  a  direct  reference  to  it,  or  without 
shewing  an  express  intention  to  charge  it,  there  would 
be  an  end  of  the  question ;  but  I  apprehend  there  are ' 
many  ways  in  which  a  married  woman  may  render  her 
separate  property  liable  to  a  charge,  without  having,  in 
the  transaction,  made  any  direct  charge  on,  or  made  any 
reference  to,  the  property  settled  to  her  separate  use.  {a) 

I  think, 

(a)  See  Owens  ▼.  Dickenton,  Craig  ^  PA.  48. 

Vol.  III.  L  I 
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I  think,  that  in  any  view  of  this  case,  the  result  will 
be  that  the  fund  must  come  into  Court ;  and  then  the 
dividends  must  either  be  paid  to  the  Plaintiff,  provided 
she  has  not  charged  them,  or  if  she  has  created  a 
charge,  then  they  must  be  paid  to  the  Defendant  Mrs. 
Church ;  and  liberty  must  be  given  to  apply  on  the 
youngest  child  attaining  twenty-one,  or  dying  under  that 
age,  or  on  the  death  of  the  Plaintiff.  I  will  look  at  the 
case  and  mention  it  again  on  Monday. 


S5th  Jan.  The  Master  of  the  Rolls  again  mentioned  the  case, 
and  stated  that  he  thought  that  a  charge  had  been 
created  upon  the  dividends,  and  that  the  Defendant  was 
therefore  entitled  thereto,  {a) 


(a)  Extract  fbom  obdbr  :  — 
Order  Sarah  Church  to  trans- 
fer 1000/.  consols  into  the  name 
of  the  Accountant-General  in 
trust  in  this  cause. 

Order  the  interest  from  time 
to  time  to  accrue  due  thereon 
to  be  paid  to  the  Defendant 
Sarah  Church  until  the  youngest 
of  the  Plaintiff's  children  shall 
attain  the  age  of  twenty-one,  or 
the  death  of  the  Plaintiff  or  of 


such  child  under  such  age,  with 
liberty  for  any  person  to  apply. 
Direct  an  account  of  the  per- 
sonal estate  and  efiects  of  Robert 
Crothjf  come  to  the  hands  of  the 
Plaintiff  (she  submitting  to  ac- 
count), and  an  account  of  the 
estate  and  effects  of  Edward 
George  left  unadministered,come 
to  the  hands  of  Robert  Rmeil. 
Reg.  Lib.  1 840.  A.  fo.  303 . 
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BETWEEN  Jan.  21.28. 

LORD  ARTHUR  CHICHESTER  and  CHARLES       ^^'  2. 
HENRY  JOHN  RICH  -  -  Plaintiffs; 

AND 

JOHN    HUNTER  and    CHARLES    B.  UTHER 

Defendants. 

'T'HIS  bill  was  filed  by  the  above  named  Co-plaintiffs,  On  the  death 
"*■    and  in  July  1840,  after  replication,  and  after  the  co-plaintiffs 

cause  had  been  set  down.  Lord  A.  Chichester  died.  after  the  cause 

was  at  issue,  it 
was  ordered, 
The  cause  subsequently  coming  on,  was  struck  out  of  ?"  motion, 

the  paper  in  consequence  of  the  abatement.  vivor  should    - 

revive  the  suit 
within  a  fort- 
Mr.  Keene  now  moved,  that  the  bill  filed  in  the  cause  night,or,in  de- 
might  stand  dismissed  out  of  Court,  with  costs  to  be  ^jn  gh^ui^]  y^^ 
taxed  by  one  of  the  Masters  of  this  Court,, as  against  dismissed, 
the  Defendant  C.  B.  Uther^  unless  the  Plaintiff  C.  H. 
J.  Rich  should,  within  three  weeks  cause  the  bill  filed 
in   this   Court  to  be    revived.     He  cited  Adamson  v. 
Hall  (a),  where  one  of  several  Plaintiffs  died  before  an- 
swer, and  a  motion  was  made  by  the  Defendant  that 
the  surviving  Plaintiffs  should,  within  a  limited  time, 
revive  the  suit,  or  that  the  bill  should  be  dismissed,  and 
the  application,  though  refused  by  the  Vice-Chancellor, 
was  granted  by  the  Lord  Chancellor. 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  T.  Twner  contra,  relied  on 
2  Daniel  Pr.  S6S.,  and  contended  that  the  costs  had 
gone  by  the  death  of  the  party ;  that  as  there  could 
not  be  a  revivor  for  costs,  so  they  could  not  be  obtained 

in 
(a)  Turn,  i  Ruu.  258. 
LI  2 
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1841.        in  a  different  form ;  that  the  cause  was  not  now  in  that 
Cmcam^R    ^^*8®  ^^^^  '^  could  be  dismissed  for  want  of  prosecution, 
V.  and  It  was  different  from  the  case  of  Adamscn  v.  HaU^ 

the  placitum  of  which  case  they  alledged  was  not  jus- 
tified by  the  facts. 


The  case  was  mentioned  several  times,  and  the  deci- 
sion in  Chowick  v.  Dimes  (a)  referred  to.     Ultimately^ 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  ordered,  that  the  surviving 
Plaintiff  should  revive  this  suit  within  a  fortnight,  or 
in  default  thereof,  that  the  Plaintiff's  bill  should  stand 
dismissed  out  of  Court,  as  against  the  said  Defendant 
C  B.  UtheTi  with  costs,  (b) 


(a)  Antl^  p.  S90.  The  fol- 
lowing is  an  eitmct  from  the 
order  in  Chowick  ^.Dimet,  which 
will  be  found  in  Reg.  Lib.  1840, 
A.  S9S:  — 

"  His  Lordship  doth  order 
that  George  Samuel  Ford,  as  ad- 
ministrator of  the  late  Plaintiff* 
IViUiam  Thomat  Lear  Chowick, 
deceased,  or  Emma  Lear  Cho^ 


wick,  as  devisee  of  the  said  late 
Plaintiff,  do, within  fourteen  days 
from  the  service  of  this  order, 
file  a  supplemental  bill  or  bill 
of  revivor  in  this  cause ;  or,  in 
default  thereof,  it  is  ordered  that 
the  Plaintiff's  bill  do  stand  dis- 
missed out  of  this  Court  wfthout 
costs." 
{b)  Reg.  Lib.  1840,  A.  fo.853. 


Jan.  19.  21. 

An  order  "  to 
discharge  an 
irregular  order 
with  cosU," 
carries  the 
costs  of  the 
application  to 
discharge  it* 


WEST  V.  SMITH. 

A  N  order  having  been  irregularly  obtained  by  Mr* 
^^^  Maughatiy  a  motion  was  made  to  discharge  it  with 
costs,  and  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  accordingly  dis- 
charged it  with  costs  (a) ;  and  the  question  was  whether 
the  last  order  carried  the  costs  of  the  application  to 
discharge  the  irregular  order. 

Mr. 

(a)  Ani>,  p.  d06« 
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Mr.  Tennant  contended,  that  the  respondents  were        1841 
'  entitled  only  to  the  costs  asked  by  the  notice  of  motion, 
which  were  the  costs  of  the  irregular  order,  and  not  to 
the  costs  of  discharging  it 

Mr.  Pemberiofii  contra. 


JTie  Master  of  the  Rolls.  JtM.%i, 

In  thb  case  an  application  was  made  to  discharge  an 
order,  irregularly  obtained  and  irregularly  drawn  up, 
with  costs;  and  it  was  ordered  that  it  should  be  dis- 
charged with  costs  to  be  taxed  by  the  Master ;  and  the 
question  raised  before  me  was,  whether  where  the 
Court  discharges  an  irregular  order  with  costs,  the 
costs  of  the  application  to  discharge  such  irregular  order 
are  included. 

It  is  not  a  question  upon  which  I  myself  had  any 
doubt,  but  as  some  doubt  was  suggested  to  me  at  the 
time  the  case  came  on,  I  thought  it  right  to  see  into 
the  cases.  It  is  my  opinion  that  such  an  order  as 
this  does  of  necessity  carry  with  it  the  costs  of  the 
motion.  The  motion  was  to  discharge  the  order  with 
costs ;  the  order  made  on  the  motion  was  to  discharge 
the  irregular  order  with  costs,  and  that  carries  with  it 
the  costs  of  the  application. 


LI  3 
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BETWEEN 

Nov,  16. 

NATHANIEL  JOSLING  -  Plaintiff; 

AND 

JAMES  KARR  -  -  -  Defendant. 

aiw^hotrtf  T^  ^®^^»  Thomas  Karr  the  testator  purchased  two 
B,,  and  paid  -^  leasehold  houses  from  his  son  James  Karr  for  80(M. 
money^buTno  He  paid  the  purchase-money,  but  no  assignment  was 

conveyance       executed  to  him. 
was  executed. 
A.  bequeathed 

iL^°  .[^^  Thomas  Karr  by  his  will  bequeathed  these  leaseholds 

life,  with  re-  -,-  ,  ^  *         r    o 

mainders  over,  to  James  Karr  for  life,  with  remainder  to  his  wife  for 

fil  Va  wS'^*^    life,  with  remainder  amongst  their  children,  with  certain 

against  B.        remainders  over,  and  he  appointed  the  Plaintiff  and 

alone,  for  a        ,  zr        i  • 

conveyance  of  J^'"^^  '^^'^  his  executors. 

the  property 

trusts  of  the  James  Karr  renounced  probate,   and   the   will  was 

will,  not,  how-  proved  by  the  Plaintiff  alone,  who  insisted  on  having 
ever,  seeking     ^  "^  i  .  t  i-  -ii 

to  recover  it     the  property  conveyed  to  him  on  the  trusts  of  the  will. 

the^p^rposes  ^"  consequence  of  the  refusal  of  the  Defendant  James 
oftheexecu-  Karr  to  assign,  the  Plaintiff  filed  this  bill  against  him, 
Held'^hat  the  P^^y'"g«  ^^^^  ^^  Defendant  might  be  ordered  to  assign 
other  cestui      the  property  to  the  Plaintiff,  as  executor,  on  the  trusts 

were  neces-  ^^  ^^^  ^^H)  ^^^  for  an  account  of  the  rents. 

sary  parties ; 

and,  sevible^  ▼    j«  j 

that  such  a  It  did  not  appear  whether  the  leasehold  property  was 

mLufned!"^    required  for  the  payment  of  debts,  and  the  claim  of  the 

Plaintiff  seemed  based  on  the  trusts  declared  in  the  will 

respecting  the  property. 

To  this  bill  the  Defendant  demurred. 

Mr.  Pemberton  and    Mr.  Rogers  for   the  demurrer. 
The  Plaintiff  claims  to  have  the  property  assigned  to 

him. 
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hini|  not  as  executor,  but  as  trustee  for  the  other  parties ; 
this  he  is  not  entitled  to.  If  the  testator  had  had  the 
legal  estate,  then  the  executors  would  have  nothing  to 
do  but  to  assent  to  the  legacy,  and  could  only  refuse  to 
assent  to  the  specific  legacy  in  the  event  of  its  being 
wanted  for  payment  of  debts;  in  that  case  the  legal  estate 
would  be  in  the  Defendant.  The  Plaintiff  has  no  right 
to  constitute  himself  a  trustee  for  the  several  parties  in- 
terested in  this  specific  bequest,  and  has  no  equity  to 
support  the  bill. 

But  the  bill  is  informal  for  want  of  parties,  for  as 
the  Plaintiff  comes  into  court  as  trustee  of  the  lease- 
holds, all  his  cestui  que  trusts  must  be  parties  to  a  suit, 
in  which  their  interests  are  to  be  dealt  with. 


1840. 


Mr.  Kindersley  and  Mr.  Simpson^  in  support  of  the 
bill.  The  Defendant,  the  vendor  of  the  property,  ought 
to  have  conveyed  it  to  the  testator,  in  which  case,  the 
leasehold  estate  would  have  been  vested  in  the  Plain* 
tiff  his  executor.  The  Defendant  must  perform  his  duty 
as  vendor,  otherwise  the  legal  estate  will  remain  in 
him ;  and  he  might  then  convey  it  away  to  a  purchaser 
for  valuable  consideration,  without  notice,  and  defeat  those 
in  remainder.  It  is  therefore  the  duty  of  the  executor 
to  get  in  this  property  for  the  benefit  of  all  the  legatees. 

The  executor  is  responsible  in  respect  of  assets  to  all 
the  debts  and  liabilities  of  the  testator,  and  cannot  be 
completely  exonerated,  unless  by  passing  his  accounts  in 
this  Court;  he  cannot  be  compelled  to  part  with  any 
part  of  the  assets,  until  it  appears  that  there  are  no  out- 
standing liabilities.  Treating  this  as  a  bill  for  the  spe- 
cific performance  of  the  agreement,  the  specific  legatees 
are  not  necessary  parties.    Poole  v.  Pass,  (a) 

Mr. 
(a)  1  Beavan,  600. 

LI  ♦ 
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lS4fO.  Mr.  Pembertonj  in  reply. 


JTie  Master  of  the  Rolls.  I  think  the  record  is 
defective  for  want  of  parties,  and  I  must  therefore  allow 
this  demurrer  on  that  ground,  and  give  liberty  to  amend. 
With  regard  to  the  other  point  I  should  have  some 
difficulty  in  persuading  myself  that  the  Plaintiff  has  no 
duties  to  perform ;  and  that  he  should  leave  the  legal 
estate  in  the  Defendant,  who  may  thus  sell  and  dispose 
of  the  whole  legal  interest  as  he  pleases,  but  I  will  not 
decide  that  point  in  the  absence  of  the  other  parties. 


Nov,  25. 


FOXLOWE  V.  AMCOATS. 


The  Defend- 
ant, a  pur- 
chaser of  a 
public  house, 
insisted  that 
time  was  of 
the  essence  of 
the  contract, 
and  that  the 
abstract  had 
not  been  de- 
livered within 
the  time 
agreed  on.   A 
reference, 
without  pre- 
judice, was 
made,  on  mo- 
tion, as  to  the 
title,  and 
when  it  was 
first  shewn* 


npHIS  was  a  bill  for  the  specific  performance  of  a 
-^    contract  for  the  sale  of  public-house  and  premises. 

The  bill  stated  that  the  property  was  put  up  by  auc- 
tion on  the  8th  of  February  1840,  subject  to  certain 
conditions  of  sale,  by  one  of  which,  the  vendors  were  to 
deliver  an  abstract  of  title  within  twenty-one  days  from 
the  day  of  sale.  That  the  Defendant  became  the  pur- 
chaser at  560/.  That  the  abstract  had  been  delivered 
within  twenty-one  days,  but  that  the  Defendant  had 
neglected  to  complete;  and  it  prayed  a  specific  perform- 
ance. 

The  answer  admitted  the  contract;  but  stated,  that 
the  Defendant,  a  victualler,  had  purchased  the  property 
for  the  purpose  of  carrying  on  his  trade,  and  of  removing 
from  another  Inn,  his  term  in  which  expired  at  Lady" 
day  1840.     That  the  Plaintiffs  had  not  shewn  a  good 

title 
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title  at  Lady-^ay^  and  that  the  Defendant  was  in  conse-        1840. 
quence  obliged  to  take  another  public-house;  and  he 
submitted)  that  as  the  object  of  his  purchase  had  been 
defeated,  the  contract  ought  not  to  be  specifically  per- 
formed. 

Mr.  CockereU^  for  the  Plaintiff,  now  moved  for  a  re- 
ference to  inquire  whether  the  Plaintiff  could  make  a 
good  title,  and  whether  it  was  shewn  prior  to  filing  the 
bill.  He  referred  to  the  5th  General  Order  of  9th  May 
1839.  (a) 

Mr.  Smythe,  contra^  contended,  that  as  the  property 
sold,  consisted  of  a  public-house,  time  was  of  the  essence 
of  the  contract ;  Coslake  v.  Till  {b) ;  and  consequently, 
that  the  contract  could  not  be  specifically  enforced. 
That  the  preliminary  question  ought  therefore  to  be  first 
determined,  and  that  this  was  not,  therefore,  a  proper 
case  for  a  reference  to  the  Master  as  to  title,  w|)ich, 
afier  all,  might  turn  out  to  be  useless. 

The  Master  of  tiie  Rolls.  The  fact  of  whether  a 
good  title  can  be  made,  and  when  it  was  first  shewn, 
must  be  determined,  before  there  can  be  a  final  adjudi- 
cation of  the  question  between  the  parties.  Therefore 
refer  it  to  the  Master  to  inquire  if  the  Plaintiff  can 
make  a  good  title,  and  when  it  was  first  shewn  that  such 
title  could  be  made,  and  let  the  reference  be  without 
prejudice  to  any  question  in  the  cause,  (c) 

(a)  Ord.  Can,  136.  Keen^  405.,  and  the  cases  there 

(&)  1  infill.  376.  cited, 

(c)  Sec   Bennett  v.   Beet,  1 
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^'  ^'  WY ATT  V.  SHARRATT. 

An  executor  riiHE  testatrix  gave  her  residuary  personal  estate  to 

who hSdklit  ^^^  Defendant  Skarratt  in  trust  for  the  Defendant 

trust  money  Elizabeth   Mountford  for  life,  with   remainder   to  the 

dered  copy-  Plaintiff  absolutely,  but  she  gave  no  directions  as  to  its 

holds,  a  dc-     investment 

Iiosit  of  a 
ease,  and  a 

bond,  ordered,      jj^g  Defendant  Sharratt,  the  executor  and  trustee^ 

on  motion,  to  ^     ^  ' 

pay  the  lent  820^,  the  principal  part  of  the  residue,  at  interest, 

Court '  ^°*^  "P^°  ^^^  i^^^^  security  of  a  covenant  to  surrender  copy- 
bold  property  of  the  value  of  50/.  a  year,  the  deposit  of 
a  lease,  and  a  bond.  The  copyholds  had  not  been  sur- 
rendered, and  the  interest  on  the  security  had  been 
irregularly  paid.  The  bill  was  filed  to  make  the  De- 
fendant liable  for  the  breach  of  trust,  and  for  an 
account 


Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Puller  now  moved,  that  the 
Defendant  might  be  ordered  to  pay  the  820/.  into 
Court,  on  the  ground  that  the  Defendant  was  not 
warranted  in  investing  the  money  on  this  species  of 
security ;  and  that  the  security  of  the  copyholds  were 
inadequate  according  to  the  rule  laid  down  in  Stickney 
V.  Sewell  (a),  being  less  than  two  thirds. 

Mr.  Hardy^  contri. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls.  The  money  must  be 
brought  into  Court,  but  the  Defendant  ought  to  have  some 
reasonable  time  to  enable  him  to  get  in  the  mortgage. 

Let 

{a)  1  Myl,  4r  Cr.  8. 
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Let  him  have  six  weeks,  and  he  can  apply  again  for        1840. 
further  time  if  the  circumstances  should  then  warrant 
that  indulgence. 


Note.  —  See  Vigrau  v.  Binfield,  3  Mad.  62. ;  Roihwellv.  Roth- 
well,  8  Sim.  ^  Si.  317.;  Collit  y.  CoBit,  2  Sim.  565. ;  Costeier  y.  Hor^ 
rojp,  5  y.^  C.  550. ;  and  Meyer  y.  MotUriou,  post. 


BIRLEY  V.  The   Constables  and    Burgesses  of  the        is4u 
Township  of  CHORLTON-UPON-MEDLOCK.         •^«»-  ^ «. 

^T^HE  bill,  which  was  filed  against  the  commissioners  Where  com- 
-■•  of  paving  of  the  above  township,,  slated,  that  the  J^^ira  tncTa- 
Plaintifis  were  owners  in  fee-simple  of  a  plot  of  ground  an  act  ofpar- 

in  the  above  township,  pait  of  which  was  unbuilt  upon,    proceeding  to 

pave  and 
--,,  •        ,  -,,  1      T>  r     1  make  newera 

That  under  the  2  W.  4.  c.  90«,  the  Defendants  were  to  the  injury 

empowered  to  cause  the  then  present  and  future  streets,  ?f  P«'op«"y» 
'^  ^  ^  ,  ,     , '  in  a  case  not 

&c.,  **  or  other,  public   passages   and  entries"  within  within  the  act, 
the  township,  to  be  paved  and  drained,  and  to  remove  J,„"egi^ex^ 
fences,  &c.   for   that  purpose,  at  the   expense  of  the  pressly  ex- 
owners  ;   but  it  was  provided,  that  they   should  pre-  jurisdiction  to 
viously  give  notice,  in  writing,  to  the  owners,  requiring  interrer^ai- 
them  to  pave  and  drain ;  and  in  case  of  default  within  six  the  act,' juris- 
months,  then  the  Defendants  were  empowered  to  effect  ^]^^^^  " 

the  same.  justices  at  ses- 

sions, whose 
judgment  is 
The  bill  stated,  that  the  Defendants  had  threatened,  not  to  be  re- 
1        ,  .  .  r    ,  ,  •  r       moved  by  cer- 

under  the  provisions  of  the  act,  to  take  possession  ot  a  Horari  or 

part  otherwise  into 
*^       any  of  her 
Majesty's  courts  of  record  at  Wettmimter  or  elsewhere. 
A  bill  to  restrain  commissioners  from  paving'one  part  of  the  Plaintiff's  property 
and  draining  another  is  not  multifarious. 


500  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

184*1.  part  of  the  plot  of  ground,  and  commit  trespass  and 

BiRLEY^  waste  therein,  and  remove  the  soil,  which  the  bill  alleged 

V.  the  act  of  parliament  did  not  authorise  them  to  do^  in- 

ComtMcB  ^^^^^  ^  there  was  no  public  street  or  passage  near  or 

&c.  of        adjoinin&r  the  same ;  and  it  further  alleged  that  if  the 
Ghorlton-  ..-1  1  1  .,!• 

upon-Mbo-    case  were  within  the  act,  then  that  no  notice  bad  been 

LOCK.        given  as  required  thereby. 

The  bill  charged  that  the  threatened  interference  of 
the  Defendants  was  altogether  unnecessary  to  the  public 
interest ;  was  opposed  to  the  wishes  of  the  occupiers ; 
would  be  seriously  prejudicial  to  the  Plaintiffs'  pro- 
perty, and  was  unnecessary  for  the  purposes  of  the  act 
of  parliament,  even  if  the  provisions  of  the  same  act  were 
applicable  to  the  case. 

The  bill  prayed  an  injunction  to  restrain  the  De- 
fendants from  committing  trespass  or  waste,  from  break- 
ing down  fences,  and  from  removing  the  soil,  and 
generally  from  exercising  the  powers  of  the  act  of  par- 
liament 

The  Defendants  demurred  for  want  of  equity,  for 
want  of  parties,  and  for  multifariousness. 

It  appeared  by  the  196th  section  of  the  act  referred  to, 
that  any  person,  who  should  think  himself  aggrieved  by 
any  order  or  judgment  made  in  pursuance  of  any  rule, 
bye-law,  or  order  made  in  manner  therein-before  di- 
rected, &c.,  **or  by  any  thing  done  in  pursuance  of  this 
act,"  might  appeal  to  the  justices  in  general  or  quarter 
sessions,  who  should,  in  a  summary  way,  hear  and 
determine  such  complaint,  and  might  award  such  resti- 
tution, damages,  and  costs,  as  they  should  think  fit ;  and 
such  order  was  to  be  final,  binding,  and  conclusive 
upon  all  parties,  to  all  intents  and  purposes  whatsoever, 
and  should  not  be  removable  by  certiorari  or  otherwise 

into 
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into  any  of  bis  Majesty's  courts  of  record  at  Westminster 
or  elsewhere." 

Mr.  G.  Turner  and  Mr.  Rogers  in  support  of  the 
demurrer.  The  196th  section  of  the  act  gives  a  special 
remedy  to  parties  aggrieved;  they  may  apply  to  the 
justices  of  the  peace,  whose  order  must  not  be  removed 
by  certiorari  or  otherwise  into  any  of  his  Majesty's  courts 
at  Westminster  or  elsewhere.  This  shews  an  intention 
of  excluding  the  jurisdiction  of  all  other  courts.  If  then 
the  Court  were  to  sanction  this  application,  it  must  be 
prepared  to  assume  jurisdiction  in  all  cases  of  turnpike 
and  private  acts  where  a  particular  jurisdiction  has  been 
created,  and  the  interference  of  her  Majesty's  courts  ex- 
cluded. It  could  never  be  the  intention  of  the  legis- 
lature that  a  party  should  come,  in  the  first  instance, 
into  one  of  the  superior  courts,  where  the  legislature  has 
expressly  excluded  him  from  coming  by  certiorari  or 
otherwise. 


1841. 


Again,  this  is  not  a  case  of  irreparable  injury ;  all  that 
is  stated  is,  that  it  will  be  '*  seriously  prejudicial"  to 
the  Plaintiffs,  and  that  they  will  be  *^  seriously  incom* 
moded."  This  is  the  first  instance  of  a  party  coming 
into  equity  on  a  case  of  anticipated  trespass,  in  which 
the  damage  may  not  amount  to  \s. 


They  contended  also,  that  it  appeared  on  the  face  of 
the  bill  that  there  were  other  persons  interested  in  the 
land  intended  to  be  drained  and  paved,  and  occupiers 
thereof  who  ought  to  be  made  parties  to  the  bill,  in 
order  that  complete  justice  might  be  done  to  all  parties. 

As  to  multifariousness,  they  insisted  that  it  appeared 
from  the  allegations  of  the  bill,  that  the  ground  of  com- 
plaint was  with  respect  to  the  paving  on  the  north-east 
side  of  the  land,  and  as  to  sewerage  on  the  north-west, 

and 
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1840. 


Nov.  16. 


BETWEEN 

NATHANIEL  JOSLING 

AND 

JAMES  KARR 


Plaintiff; 
Defendant. 


A,  purchased 
a  leasehold  of 
j9.,  and  paid 
the  purchase- 
money,  but  no 
conveyance 
was  executed. 
A,  bequeathed 
it  to  B.  for 
life,  with  re- 
mainders over, 
AS  executor 
filed  a  bill 
against  B. 
alone,  for  a 
conveyance  of 
the  property 
upon  the 
trusts  of  the 
will,  not,  how- 
ever, seeking 
to  recover  it 
as  assets  for 
the  purposes 
of  the  execu- 
toriibip. 
Held,  that  the 
other  cettui 
que  trusts 
were  neces- 
sary parties ; 
and,  sevUfUy 
that  such  a 
suit  might  be 
maintained. 


TN  1825,  Thomas  Karr  the  testator  purchased  two 
"^  leasehold  houses  from  his  son  James  Karr  for  8002. 
He  paid  the  purchase-money,  but  no  assignment  was 
executed  to  him. 

Thomas  Karr  by  his  will  bequeathed  these  leaseholds 
to  James  Karr  for  life,  with  remainder  to  his  wife  for 
life,  with  remainder  amongst  their  children,  with  certain 
remainders  over,  and  he  appointed  the  Plaintiff  and 
James  Katr  his  executors. 

James  Karr  renounced  probate,  and  the  will  was 
proved  by  the  Plaintiff  alone,  who  insisted  on  having 
the  property  conveyed  to  him  on  the  trusts  of  the  will* 
In  consequence  of  the  refusal  of  the  Defendant  James 
Karr  to  assign,  the  Plaintiff  filed  this  bill  against  him, 
praying,  that  the  Defendant  might  be  ordered  to  assign 
the  property  to  the  Plaintiff,  as  executor,  on  the  trusts 
of  the  will,  and  for  an  account  of  the  rents. 

It  did  not  appear  whether  the  leasehold  property  was 
required  for  the  payment  of  debts,  and  the  claim  of  the 
Plaintiff  seemed  based  on  the  trusts  declared  in  the  will 
respecting  the  property. 


To  this  bill  the  Defendant  demurred. 


Mr.  Pemberion  and   Mr.  Sogers  for  the  demurrer. 
The  Plaintiff  claims  to  have  the  property  assigned  to 

him. 
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him,  not  as  executor,  but  as  trustee  for  the  other  parties ;  1 840. 
this  he  is  not  entitled  to.  IF  the  testator  had  had  the 
legal  estate,  then  the  executors  would  have  nothing  to 
do  but  to  assent  to  the  legacy,  and  could  only  refuse  to 
assent  to  the  specific  legacy  in  the  event  of  its  being 
wanted  for  payment  of  debts;  in  that  case  the  legal  estate 
would  be  in  the  Defendant.  The  Plaintiff  has  no  right 
to  constitute  himself  a  trustee  for  the  several  parties  in- 
terested in  this  specific  bequest,  and  has  no  equity  to 
support  the  bill. 

But  the  bill  is  informal  for  want  of  parties,  for  as 
the  Plaintiff  comes  into  court  as  trustee  of  the  lease- 
holds, all  his  cesiui  tpie  trusts  must  be  parties  to  a  suit, 
in  which  their  interests  are  to  be  dealt  with. 

Mr.  Kindersley  and  Mr.  Simpson^  in  support  of  the 
bill.  The  Defendant,  the  vendor  of  the  property,  ought 
to  have  conveyed  it  to  the  testator,  in  which  case,  the 
leasehold  estate  would  have  been  vested  in  the  Plain- 
tiff his  executor.  The  Defendant  must  perform  his  duty 
as  vendor,  otherwise  the  legal  estate  will  remain  in 
him ;  and  he  might  then  convey  it  away  to  a  purchaser 
for  valuable  consideration,  without  notice,  and  defeat  those 
in  remainder.  It  is  therefore  the  duty  of  the  executor 
to  get  in  this  property  for  the  benefit  of  all  the  legatees. 

The  executor  is  responsible  in  respect  of  assets  to  all 
the  debts  and  liabilities  of  the  testator,  and  cannot  be 
completely  exonerated,  unless  by  passing  his  accounts  in 
this  Court;  he  cannot  be  compelled  to  part  with  any 
part  of  the  assets,  until  it  appears  that  there  are  no  out- 
standing liabilities.  Treating  this  as  a  bill  for  the  spe- 
cific performance  of  the  agreement,  the  specific  legatees 
are  not  necessary  parties.    Poole  v.  Pass,  {a) 

Mr. 
(o)  I  Bemoan,  600. 
i/4 
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BiRLEY 
V. 

The 
Constables 

&c.  of 
Chorlton- 
vpon-Med- 

LOCK. 


Then  comes  the  question,  which  is  certainly  more 
difficult,  with  regard  to  parties,  and  although  the  alle- 
gations are  not  so  distinct  as  they  might  have  l}een,  1 
think  I  must,  on  the  whole,  come  to  the  conclusion  that 
the  complaint  is  in  respect  to  land  belonging  exclusively 
to  the  Plaintifis.  As  to  the  tenants  and  occupiers  also^ 
I  must  overrule  this  demurrer,  without  prejudice  to  the 
Defendants'  right  to  take  the  objection  by  their  answer ; 
this  will  be  a  sufficient  protection  to  them. 


Jatt,  85. 


WOOD  V.  HITCHINGS. 


The  rule,  that 
where  a  De- 
fendant sub- 
mits to  an- 
swer he  must 
answer  fully, 
does  not  ap- 
ply where  the 
matter  of  dis- 
covery is  im- 
material to 
the  relief 
sought  by  the 
bill. 

A  Plaintiff 
cannot  by 
one  bill  ob- 
tain specific 
relief,  and  also 
a  discovery  on 
a  matter  dis- 
tinct from 
that  specific 
relief. 

A  bill  for  a 
receiver,  pend- 
ing a  litigation 
as  to  probate, 
ought  not  to 
se&L  discovery 
in  reference  to 


A  GENERAL  outline  of  this  case  will  be  found  in 
a  former  volume,  where  the  case  is  reported  on  a 
motion  for  a  receiver,  {a)  From  this  it  will  appear, 
that  the  object  of  the  suit  was  for  a  receiver,  pending  an 
appeal  from  the  Prerogative  Court  to  the  Privy  Coun- 
cil ;  but  in  addition  to  other  discovery  sought,  **  the  bill 
contained  very  searching  and  minute  inquiries  as  to  the 
third  alleged  testamentary  paper,  as  to  the  evidence  of 
its  execution  and  of  its  being  signed,  and  all  the  circum- 
stances connected  with  its  being  brought  forward,  and 
the  result  of  all  inquiries  respecting  the  same." 

The  Defendants  put  in  their  answer  to  this  bill,  to 
which  the  Plaintiff  took  seven  exceptions  for  insuffi- 
ciency. These  having  been  referred  to  the  Master  were 
disallowed  by  him,  and  which  decision  was  now  brought 

before  the  Court  on  appeal. 

The 
(a)  2  Beavan,  389. 

the  merits  on  that  litigation. 
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The  parts  in  question  of  the  bill,  which  were  admitted  1841. 
to  be  partially  but  not  fully  answered,  required  the 
Defendants  to  set  forth  a  full  and  true  detail  and  state- 
ment of  every  thing  which  they,  the  said  Defendants 
respectively,  knew,  suspected,  or  believed,  or  had  heard 
respecting  the  alleged  codicil,  bearing  date  in  the  month 
of  July  1835,  and  the  handwriting  thereof,  and  the  me- 
morandum in  pencil,  and  the  handwriting  thereof,  and 
the  other  testamentary  papers,  and  the  burning  or  de- 
struction of  the  same,  and  respecting  each  and  every  of 
such  matters,  and  the  grounds  and  reasons  of  such  sus- 
picion and  belief  of  the  Defendants,  and  from  whom 
they  respectively  heard  what  had  been  heard  by  them 
respectively  respecting  the  matters  aforesaid. 

This  interrogatory  the  Defendants  answered  as  to 
their  knowledge  and  belief,  omitting  to  answer  as  to 
suspicion  or  hearsay. 

Another  part  of  the  bill  alleged  not  to  be  answered, 
required  (in  substance)  the  Defendants  to  set  forth  the 
persons  of  whom  they  or  their  solicitors  or  agents  had 
made  inquiries  as  to  the  above  matters  (distinguishing 
such  as  were  examined  from  such  as  were  not  examined 
as  witnesses  in  the  suit  in  the  Prerogative  Court),  and  to 
set  forth  the  information  received  from  such  persons. 

As  to  this  the  Defendants  admitted  having  made 
inquiries,  and  having  received  information  and  state- 
ments and  communications  from  several  persons,  and 
that  they  had  some  statements,  notes,  letters,  and  me- 
moranda relating  thereto  in  their  possession,  but  they 
said  such  information  was  received  subsequent  to  the 
time  when  the  dispute  in  the  Prerogative  Court  arose. 
The  Defendants  added,  that  they  had  not  from  any 
such  information  been  enabled  to  form  any  knowledge 

Vol.  III.  Mm  '  or 
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1841.        or  belief  respecting  the  matters  inquired  after.     Similar 

^'*^y^^     answers  were  then  in^en  in  reference  to  the  Defendants' 

^^^  ...  J  ,  ...        I. 

V.  solicitors  and  proctor,  and   not  only  stating  that  the 

UiTCHiNos.  iQquu.ies  made,  and  the  information  and  statements  and 
communications  received  by  them  were  made  and  re- 
ceived since  this  dispute,  but  that  they  were  so  made 
and  received  by  them  whilst  acting  in  their  respe<^ve 
characters  of  solicitors  and  proctor.  They  said  thatt 
save  as  aforesaid,  neither  they  nor  the  solicitors  or 
agents  had  received  any  information,  or  statements,  &c 

Another  portion  complained  of  required,  in  substance, 
the  Defendants  to  set  forth  what  statements,  notes,  letters, 
or  memoranda  they  and  their  solicitors  or  agents  had  had, 
concerning  or  relating  to  such  information  and  the  above 
matters,  and  to  schedule  the  particulars  thereof.  This  the 
Defendants  insisted  they  were  not  bound  to  disclose. 

The  remaining  part  alleged  to  be  unanswered,  sought 
a  discovery  whether  the  codicil  was  not  insisted  on  in 
pursuance  of  some  arrangement  between  the  legatees 
under  the  codicil,  or  some  of  them,  or  between  some  of 
the  Defendants  and  the  next  of  kin ;  and  whether  some 
and  what  deeds,  agreements,  instruments,  wills,  codicils, 
testamentary  papers,  and  writings,  had  not  been  in  the 
custody  or  power  of  the  Defendants,  their  solicitors  or 
agents,  relating  to  the  matters  stated  in  the  bill,  and 
asked  them  to  set  forth  a  schedule  of  such  deeds. 

There  were  two  sets  of  exceptions,  one  to  the  answer 
of  the  corporation  of  Gloucester ,  and  the  other  to  the 
answer  of  the  Defendants  Helps  and  others. 

Sir  Charles  WethereU,  Mr.  Turner,  Mr.  BetheU,  and 
Mr.  WaUcer,  for  the  Plaintiff,  argued,  that  the  Defend- 
ants, having  submitted  to  answer,  were  bound,  by  the 

practice 
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practice  of  the  Court,  to  answer  fully:  Tay^  v.  Afii-        1841. 

ner  (a),  Sammerville  v.  Mackm/  (A),  Mazareddo  v.  Mait^ 

land  {c)y  Amor  v.  Fearon  {d)^  where  it  is  said  to  have 

been   held   by  the  Vice*Chaucellor  of  England  that, 

although   an  interrogatory  and  the  statement   in   the 

bill  on  which  it  is  founded  may  be  immaterial,  yet  if 

the  Defendant  attempts  to  answer  it,  and  he  answers  it 

imperfecdy,  the  Defendant  cannot,  upon  exceptions  to 

the  sufficiency  of  his  answer,  avail  himself  of  the  objection 

that  the  statement  or  question  so  imperfectly  answered 

is  immaterial,  (e) 

They  argued  also,  that  the  discovery  was  most  mate- 
rial, and  might  be  used  by  (he  Privy  Council  under  the 
8  &  4  fK  4.  c.  41.  S.1,  et  seq.,  and  affect  their  decision 
on  the  appeal. 

Mr.  Pemberton^  Mr.  Kindersley^  and  Mr.  S.  Sharpcj 
for  the  several  Defendants,  contended  that  the  discovery 
which  the  Plaintiff,  by  his  exceptions,  insisted  on  ob« 
taining,  was  quite  immaterial  to  the  relief  sought  by  the 
bill,  which  was  merely  For  the  appointment  of  a  receiver, 
in  order  to  protect  the  property  pending  the  appeal  to 
the  Privy  Council;  that  the  74th  General  Order  of 
1898(g),  authorised  the  Master  in  deciding  on  the 
sufficiency  or  insufficiency  of  an  answer  to  take  into 
his  consideration '  the  relevancy  or  materiality  of  the 
statement  or  question  referred  to ;  and  that  such  was  the 
practice  previous  to  those  orders:  Agar  v.  J*he  Re 
genfs  Canal  Company,  {h)  That  it  was  not  stated  that 
the  discovery  sought  was  in  aid  of  any  proceedings  now 
pending  or  in  contemplation ;  and  that  it  could  not  be 

had 

(<i)  11  Vet.  AX.  see  the  decittion  of  the  Vice- 

(6)  16  Vet,  382.  Chancellor  in  Graham  v.  Coape, 

(e)  3  Mad.  p.  70.  3  MyL  4*  Cr.  640. 

(«/)  V.C.,  12th  Jii/y  1S34.  (g)  Ord.  Can.QS. 

{e)  CookeU  Orders^  45.;  but  (A)  G.  Cooper,  21Q. 

Mm  2 
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1841.  had  here  in  aid  of  proceedings  in  a  Court  which  had 
full  jurisdiction  and  power  itself  to  grant  the  discovery ; 
Dun  V.  Coates  (a) ;  and  that  even  if  this  discovery  were 
obtained,  it  could  not  be  used  before  the  Privy  Council. 
They  also  argued,  that  the  bill  was  improper  iu  its 
frame,  seeking,  by  a  bill  for  relief,  to  obtain  a  discovery 
immaterial  to  the  relief  prayed,  and  thereby  evading  the 
payment  of  the  costs  of  the  discovery ;  and  also  that  it  was 
vexatious  to  seek  a  statement  of  all  the  idle  gossip,  and 
of  the  passing  suspicions  which  had  taken  place  in  a  pro- 
vincial city  in  respect  to  a  matter  which  had  created 
great  public  interest. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

This  is,  no  doubt,  a  very  singular  case ;  and  I  do  not 
recollect  ever  having  heard  such  an  argument,  upon  a 
question  as  to  the  insufficiency  of  an  answer. 

The  material  facts  of  the  case  lie  in  a  very  small 
compass.  Mr.  JuTnes  Wood  having  died  in  the  month  of 
April  ldS6,  the  present  Plaintiff  and  other  persons  pro- 
pounded the  two  papers  dated  in  December  1834,  which 
they  call  testamentary  papers,  and  they  were  propounded 
as  his  will  in  the  Ecclesiastical  Court.  The  validity  of 
those  papers  was  opposed  by  the  next  of  kin,  and, 
during  the  litigation  between  those  parties,  and  on  the 
ISthof  t^ne  1836,  TAv.Helps^  one  of  the  Defendants 
whose  answer  is  now  in  question,  propounded  a  writing 
dated  mJuly  1835,  and  this  he  insisted  was  a  codicil  of 
testamentary  paper  which  ought  to  have  validity.  On 
the  20th  of  February  1839,  sentence  was  pronounced  in 
the  Ecclesiastical  Court  against  the  validity  of  all  the 
papers ;  it  was  therefore  held  that  Mr.  JaTnes  Wood  had 
died  intestate.  Soon  after  this,  the  present  Plaintiff 
presented  his  petition  to  the  Queen  in  Council,  which 
was  referred,  in  the  ordinary  course,  to  the  Judicial 

Committee ; 
(a)  1  Aik.2W,i  MUford^t  Plead.  AX\i  ed.  186. 
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Committee;  and  on  the  3d  oF  August  in  that  year,  cer-  1841. 

tainly  a  very  considerable  time  after  the  sentence  had  '^^^^"'^ 

been  pronounced,  but  how  long  after  the  appeal  was  v. 

presented   I  do  not  know,  because  that  date  has  not  "*'"'C"*''®*' 
been  presented  to  me,  he  filed  the  present  bill. 

The  bill  is  framed  in  a  manner  which,  to  me,  I  con- 
fess is  perfectly  novel.  I  do  not  recollect  ever  having 
seen  a  bill  framed  like  the  present  The  relief  which  is 
sought  by  the  bill,  is  to  have  the  property  protected  pend- 
ing the  litigation ;  and  a  discovery  is  also  sought  of  many 
fa^.  Almost  all  bills  ask  for  discovery ;  but  the  great  sin- 
gularity of  this  bill  is,  that  it  asks  a  discovery  not  only 
of  such  facts  as  are  material  to  the  relief  which  is  prayed 
by  the  bilU  but  also  a  discovery  of  very  many  facts 
which  are  not  in  the  least  degree  material  to  that  relief. 

Very  soon  after  the  bill  was  filed,  a  motion  was  made 
to  me  for  the  appointment  of  a  receiver.  One  of  the 
objections  made  to  that  application  was  the  frame  of  this 
bill.  I  have  a  perfect  recollection  that  it  was  then  said, 
that  this  bill  was  so  much  a  bill  of  discovery  that  it  was 
hardly  fit  or  proper  for  this  Court  to  treat  it  as  a  bill 
for  relief;  that  was  one  of  the  several  objections  I  had 
to  consider.  I  then  thought,  and  I  believe  I  expressed 
myself,  that  the  bill  was  improperly  framed ;  but,  not- 
withstanding this,  that  the  title  to  the  relief  appeared 
to  me  to  be  clear,  and  I  therefore  granted  the  receiver, 
and  thitf  decision  was  afterwards  confirmed  on  a  re- 
hearing by  tRe  Lord  Chancellor.  After  this,  the  parties 
put  in  their  answers,  and  it  is  perfectly  clear,  and  is 
admitted  by  all  parties,  that  the  answers  which  have 
been  put  in  do  not  fully  answer  all  the  interrogatories ; 
and  it  is  also  admitted,  that  the  answers  which  have 
been  put  in,  are  answers  to  some  part  of  the  discovery, 
which,  by  the  Defendants  themselves,  is  considered  to 
be  quite  immaterial  and  irrelevant  to  the  relief  which  is 
Mm  S  sought. 
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1841.  sought.  Tbey  say  they  have  thought  it  right  (uid  no 
one  can  very  well  dispute  the  moral  propriety  of  what 
they  have  done)  to  answer  such  parts  of  the  matter 
immaterial  to  the  relief,  as  contained  imputations  on 
their  character,  and  there  tliey  stop  ;  and  they  say  they 
intended  to  go  no  further.  Exceptions  were  filed  to 
the  answers,  the  Master  has  overruled  those  exceptions, 
and  the  matter  now  comes  before  me. 

Considering  this  bill,  as  I  do  consider  it,  as  most  im- 
properly framed  for  the  purpose  of  relief  thereby  sought; 
the  first  question  is,  whether  the  Plaintiff,  under  the 
circumstances  of  this  case,  is,  by  means  of  this  improper 
bill,  to  obtain  a  discovery  which  he  could  not  legiti- 
mately have  had  on  a  bill  properly  framed :  this,  I  ap- 
prehend, is  really  the  first  question ;  and  the  next 
question  is,  whether  the  Court  is  to  be  so  entangled  by 
technicalities  and  form,  as  to  be  prevented  doing  that 
which  the  real  justice  and  merits  of  the  case  require. 
The  object  in  view  is  now  avowed,  though  it  is  not 
stated  in  the  bill ;  the  bill  merely  states  that  a  discovery 
of  the  several  matters  stated  by  the  bill  is  material  and 
necessary  to  the  Plaintiff;  while  the  object  now  stated 
is,  that,  with  regard  to  the  proceedings  which  are  taking 
place  in  the  Court  of  Appeal  from  the  Ecclesiastical 
Court,  it  is  most  material  to  bring  forward  facts,  which, 
if  known,  would  be  taken  into  consideration  by  the  Ju- 
dicial Committee,  and  must  have  a  material  effect  on 
their  decision.  In  the  first  place  I  have  to  obs^ve,  that 
in  my  opinion,  a  Plaintiff  has  no  right  to  inix  up  two 
such  distinct  matters  in  one  suit ;  he  has  no  right  at 
the  same  time  to  maintain  a  bill  for  specific  relief,  and 
add  to  that,  a  bill  for  discovery  on  a  matter  which  is 
quite  distinct  from  that  specific  relief;  that,  I  think,  he 
has  no  right  to  do.  In  the  next  place,  if  this  had  been 
a  simple  bill  of  discovery,  it  would  be  a  matter  of 
serious  consideration,  whether,  in  the  present  state  of 

things. 
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things,  this  Court  has  jurisdiction  to  entertain  such  a 
bill.  The  Judicial  Committee  of  the  Privy  Council  has, 
no  doubt,  under  the  act  of  parliament  by  which  it  is 
created,  a  right  to  ask  for  and  claim  new  evidence  and 
new  information  in  respect  of  the  subject  on  which  it  is 
to  adjudicate  ;  it  may  do  so  if  it  thinks  fit,  and,  however 
strange  it  may  seem  to  our  notions  of  the  functions  of 
a  Court  of  Appeal,  that  the  Court  should  have  the 
means  of  constituting  a  new  case  on  which  it  may  adju- 
dicate, and  on  which  adjudication  there  is  no  appeal 
whatever,  still  the  act  qf  parliament  gives  to  that  Court 
authority  to  call  for  fresh  facts,  to  direct  issues,  and  to 
make  inquiries;  but  has  it  ever  been  supposed  or  imagined 
that  an  Appellant  in  the  Privy  Council  has  a  right, 
without  any  previous  order  or  sanction  of  that  Court, 
to  adduce  fresh  evidence  which  that  Court  must  con- 
sider ?  If  there  is  to  be  fresh  evidence  gone  into,  and 
if  there  is  to  be  new  inquiry,  is  not  the  necessity  for  it 
to  be  first  declared  by  the  Court  itself?  Can  a  party, 
without  leave,  and  before  the  Court  itself  demands  fur- 
ther evidence,  or  thinks  fit  so  to  direct,  say  he  has  a 
right  to  produce  new  evidence,  nay  further,  that  the 
Court,  when  it  is  produced,  must  receive  it  ?  I  appre- 
hend he  has  no  such  right.  It  has  been  observed,  and 
I  believe  with  perfect  truth,  that  no  judge  sitting  in 
that  Court  on  an  appeal,  has  ever  yet  thought  it  a 
proper  exercise  of  his  discretion  to  call  for  such  new 
evidence ;  no  instance  has  been  stated  where  any  further 
evidence  'has  been  produced ;  and  it  certainly  appears  to 
me  that  a  party  without  leave —  without  a  previous  ad- 
judication, or  order  of  the  Court  —  has  no  right  to  say 
that  fresh  evidence,  at  his  demand,  shall  be  produced. 


184*1. 


The  case  might  certainly  have  been  different,  if,  on 
the  consideration  of  such  evidence  as  was  before  it, 
the  Judicial  Committee  had  decided  that  it  was  ne- 
cessary for  the  justice  of  the  case  to  produce  fresh  evi- 
M  in  4[  ditnce ; 
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1841.        dence ;  but  even  if  an  order  of  the  Privy  Council  bad 

^'^'^^y^^  been  made,  I  must  own  I  should  have  hesitated  before 
Wood 

V.  I  came  to  the  conclusion  that  this  Court  has  jurisdie- 

HiTCHiNOB.  ^j^jj  j^  ^^^  jij  ^jj  ^f  gy^jj  ^jj  adjudication,  in  affording 

discovery.  It  is  not  necessary  to  come  to  a  conclu- 
sion on  that  question  on  the  one  side  or  the  other; 
but  I  cannot  help  saying,  as  at  present  advised,  that 
a  party  desiring  to  produce  evidence,  but  having  no 
order  of  the  Judicial  Committee  for  that  purpose,  has 
not  a  right  in  this  Court  to  file  a  bill  of  discovery  for 
that  evidence,  on  a  mere  speculation.  For  any  thing 
that  appears  to  the  contrary,  the  Judicial  Committee 
may  be  perfectly  satisfied  with  the  evidence  adduced 
in  the  Court  below,  and  might  think  fit  to  decide  on 
that  evidence,  notwithstanding  a  bill  of  discovery  had 
been  filed  and  answered  in  this  Court.  I  say  it  is  not 
necessary  to  decide  on  tiiese  points,  because  I  have  only 
to  look  at  the  particular  nature  of  this  case  as  it  is  stated 
on  the  bill. 

The  only  difficulty  I  have  had  in  the  consideration 
of  this  case,  from  the  first  opening  of  it,  is  this,  that  the 
Defendants  have  submitted  to  answer,  and  have  partly 
answered  these  very  interrogatories,  and  then  it  comes 
to  what  I  have  alluded  to  before,  that  when  the  Court 
sees  the  discovery,  ought  not,  under  the  circumstances 
stated  to  be  afforded,  when  it  is  apparent  that  the  sub« 
ject  of  discovery  is  wholly  and  altogether  immaterial  to 
the  relief  sought  by  the  bill,  is  it  to  be  so  bound  by  tech- 
nicalities, as  that,  because  the  party  has  answered  at  all 
he  must  be  held  bound  to  answer  completely.  That  is 
a  question  which  I  admit  has  created  some  difficulty  in 
my  mind.  I  do  not  pronounce  my  opinion  on  it  with- 
out some  hesitation  ;  but  I  am  of  opinion  I  ought  not  to 
compel  the  party  to  answer  completely,  because  he  has 
answered  as  far  as  he  has  done;  and  being  of  that  opinion, 
and  that  the  discovery  thereby  sought  is  wholly  immaterial 

and 
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and  irrelevant  to  any  purposes  that  can  be  answered  in  1841. 

this  Court.    I  think,  that  under  these  circumstances  the  ^^^^ 

Master  came  to  a  sound  conclusion,  and  that  I  ought  v. 
to  overrule  the  exceptions  to  his  report,  (a) 

{a)  See  The  Baron  de  Feuckeres  v.  Dawes,  post. 


HlTCHINGS. 


HOOD  V.  PHILLIPS.  Feb.  9.  u. 

^T^HE  question  in  this  case  was,  whether  a  mortgage  Where  the 
-■-    in  fee  for  500/.,  conveyed  on  certain  trusts  for  the  ticoJl!^Tl^ 

benefit  of  the  owner  of  the  equity  of  redemption,  had  lutely  entitled 

to  an  estate 

become  merged.  and  a  sum 

of  money 
charged  upon 
In  1730,  the  owner  of  an  estate  called  East  Hook,  it,  the  charge 

mortgaged  it  in  fee  for  the  sum  of  500/.  Sn^ultbedf 

unless  it  ap- 

On  the  25th  of  February  1807,  this  mortgage  was  in  o^rj^ 

consideration  of  500/.  transferred  to  John  FhillipSj  who,  tended  other- 

wise. 
on  the  following  day,  executed  a  declaration  of  trust,      Yot  the 

whereby  he  declared  that  the  500/.  paid  for  the  transfer  puT>?«e  of 
•^  ^  shewing  the 

of  the  mortgage,  was  the  money  of  Elizabeth  Lortj  (who  intention,  evi- 

A  A*       * 

was  then  the  owner  in  fee  of  the  East  Hook  estate.)  and  ?f  5^™™ 

^'  and  presump- 

that  his  name  had  been  used  in  trust  only,  and  to  and  tive  miwbe 

for  the  sole  and  only  proper  use,  benefit,  and  behoof  a  transfer  to 

of  a  trustee  must 
be  considered 
as  one  of  the  erounds  rebutting  the  presumption  of  merger;  but  does  not  amount 
to  decisive  evidence  against  the  presumption. 

A.  B.^  the  owner  in  fee  of  an  estate,  paid  off  a  mortgage  in  fee  existing  on  it, 
which  in  1807  was  transferred  to  a  trustee,  in  trust  for  A.  B.,  her  "  heirs,  executors, 
administrators,  and  assigns  respectively ;"  and  the  trustee  covenanted  to  convey  to 
A.  B.,  her  heirs  or  assigns,  or  unto  such  other  person  or  persons,  and  in  such  man- 
ner and  form  as  A,  B.^her  heirs,  executors,  administrators,  or  assigns  should  direct. 
A.  B.  devised  the  estate  to  a  trustee  to  pay  certain  specified  legacies,  and  subject 
thereto,  she  devised  it  to  C.  D.  in  fee,  **  and  upon  or  for  no  other  use,  trust,  in- 
tent, or  purpose  whatsoever."  A.  B.  died  in  l83si,  held,  that  the  mortgage  bad 
merged. 
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IS^l.        of  said   EUzabeth  Lort^  her  heirs,  executors^  admini^ 
"""^JV*^^     siratorsj  and  assigns  respectively,  and  to  and  for  no 
V.  other  nse,  intent,  or  purpose  whatsoever.    And  Jokn 

Phillips.  pkiUips  thereby,  for  himself,  his  heirs,  executors,  and 
administrators,  covenanted  with  Elizabeth  Lort^  her 
heirs,  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  that  he 
and  his  heirs  would,  at  any  time  or  times  thereafter,  at 
the  request,  cost,  and  charges  of  the  said  Elizabeth  Lort^ 
her  heirs,  executors,  administrators,  or  assigns,  well 
and  sufficiently  convey,  assign,  and  assure  all  and 
singular  the  hereditaments  and  premises,  with  their 
appurtenances,  ^^  unto  the  said  Elizabeth  Lort^  her 
heirs  or  assigns,  or  unto  such  other  person  or  persons, 
and  in  such  manner  and  form  as  the  said  Elizabeth 
Lortf  her  heirs,  executors,  administrators,  or  assigns 
should  direct  or  appoint." 

Elizabeth  Loti  continued  seized  of  the  estate,  and  by 
her  will,  dated  in  1829,  she  devised  it  to  the  Defendant, 
John  Lort  Phillips,  in  fee,  upon  trust  to  pay  an  annuity 
of  20/.  a  year  to  his  brother  for  life,  and  upon  trust  to 
raise  1000/.  for  certain  persons  named  in  the  will.  The 
will  then  proceeded  as  follows :  — "  And  subject  unto 
and  charged  with  the  payment  of  the  said  annuity  of 
20/.  unto  the  said  James  Phillips  for  bis  life  as  afore- 
said, and  of  the  said  five  several  sums  of  200/.  each  as 
herein-before  mentioned,  and  all  expenses  whatsoever 
in  any  way  incident  to  the  execution  of  the  aforesaid 
trusts,  I  give  and  devise  tne  same  messuages,  heredita- 
ments, &c.,  unto  and  to  the  use  of  my  godson,  Peregrine 
Lort  Phillips^  his  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever,  and  upon 
or  for  no  other  use,  trust,  intent,  or  purpose  what- 
soever;" and  she  gave  her  residuary  personal  estate  to 
the  two  Plaintifi&. 

The  testatrix  died  in  1832. 

The 
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The  Plaintifis,  the  residuary  legatees,  by  this  bill,         1841. 
prayed  to  have  it  declared  that  the  500/.  was  a  sub- 
sisting diarge  on  the  pcoperty,  and  to  have  the  same 
paid  or  the  mortgage  foreclosed. 

Mr.  Kinderdey  and  Mr.  Lems^  for  the  Plaintiffs,  con- 
tended, that  the  testatrix  had  kept  the  charge  on  foot 
for  the  benefit  of  her  personal  estate.  That  the  ordi- 
nary presumption  was  rebutted,  by  her  procuring  a 
transfer  to  a  trustee  and  not  to  herself,  and  especially 
by  the  declaration  of  trust  for  her,  her  heirs,  executors, 
administrators,  and  assigns  respectively;  and  by  the 
covenant,  whereby  the  trustee  covenanted  with  her,  her 
executors  and  administrators^  to  convey  to  such  other 
person  as  she,  her  heirs,  executors,  administrators^  or 
assigns  should  direct.  They  cited  Dute  of  Chandos  v. 
Talbot  (a),  Donisthorpe  v.  Porter  (i),  Oxenden  v.  Lord 
Compton  (c),  Forbes  v.  Moffatt  {d),  Trevor  v.  Trevor  (f ), 
Earl  of  Buckingham  v.  Hobart  (g),  Thomas  v.  Kemeys  (A), 
Chester  v.  Willes.  (i) 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Pitman  for  the  devisee  of 
the  estate.  Where  a  person  having  an  absolute  interest 
in  an  estate,  pays  off  a  charge,  it  is  extinguished,  unless 
you  can  clearly  shew  the  intention  that  the  charge 
should  be  kept  alive.  This  may  be  done  by  express 
declaration,  or  from  inference  arising  from  the  greater 
advantage  to  the  party  in  keeping  the  charge  alive  for 
his  benefit.  It  is  impossible  to  suggest  any  thing  like 
an  express  declaration  in  this  case^  that  the  charge 
should  be  kept  alive,  and  there  is  no  possible  purpose 
to  be  answered  in  preserving  the  charge  independent 

of 


[a)  9  P.  W,  p.  605.  (e)  3  Mtfl,  ^  K.  675. 

(b)  S  Eden,  162.  (g)  5  Swan.  p.  199. 

(c)  2  r«.  jun.  69.  (h)  2  Fern.  348. 

[d)  18  Fes.  384.  (i)  1  Amb.  246. 
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1841.  of  the  estate.  The  covenant  in  the  declaration  of  trust 
is  to  convey  the  estate  to  Mrs.  Lori^  her  heirs  and 
assigns,  or  to  such  other  person  as  she,  her  heirs^  ex- 
ecutors, administrators,  or  assigns  should  direct 

They  argued  that  the  terms  of  Mrs.  Lorfs  will  were 
conclusive  on  the  point ;  for  she  devises  expressly,  subject 
to  certain  charges,  *^and  upon  or  for  no  other  use, 
trust,  intent,  or  purpose  whatever;"  this  excludes  the 
possibility  of  her  intending  the  devisee  to  take,  subject 
in  addition  to  a  mortgage  of  5002.  They  cited  T)fler 
v.  Lake  {a\  Astley  v.  Milles  (6),  Parry  v.  Wnght.{c) 

Mr.  G.  Tutmer  and  Mr.  Bevir^  for  the  representatives 
of  John  Phillips  the  trustee. 

Mr.  Freeling,  for  John  Lort  Phillips  the  trustee. 
Mr.  Kindersley^  in  reply. 


Feb.  II.  The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

In  this  case  the  testatrix,  Mrs.  Elizabeth  Lort,  was,  in 
her  lifetime,  entitled  to  an  estate  called  East  Hookf  and 
was  also  entitled  to  the  sum  of  500/.,  charged  on  the 
same  estate  by  way  of  mortgage.  By  her  will  she  de- 
vised the  estate,  subject  to  certain  charges,  to  the  De- 
fendant Peregrine  Lort  Phillips  in  fee;  and  she  gave 
the  residue  of  her  personal  estate  to  the  Plaintiffs, 
Elizabeth  Hood  and  Mary  Saunders. 

The  Plaintiffs  insist  that  the  mortgage  was  kept  up 

as  a  distinct  charge,  and  they  claim  the  500/.  as  part  of 

the  testatrix's  personal  estate. 

The 

(a)  4  Skru  55 1 .  (c)  1  5.  j-  S.  369.,  and  5  Ruis. 

(b)  1  Sim,  398.  14S. 
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The  Defendant,  Peregrine  Lort  Phillips^  insists,  that        1841. 
as  the  estate  and  the  charge  thereon  belonged  to  the 
same  person,  the  charge  ought,  in  this  Court,  to  be 
deemed  merged  in  the  inheritance. 

And  the  only  question  in  the  cause  is,  whether  the 
mortgage  for  500il  was  a  subsisting  charge  at  the  time 
of  the  death  of  the  testatrix. 

The  general  rule  in  such  cases  is  not  in  dispute.  If 
the  same  person  becomes  absolutely  entitled  to  an  estate, 
and  to  a  sum  of  money  which  is  charged  upon  it,  this 
Court  will  deem  the  charge  to  have  become  merged  in 
the  estate,  or  to  have  become  extinguished ;  unless  it 
shall  appear  that  the  owner  of  the  estate  and  of  the 
charge  intended  otherwise. 

For  the  purpose  of  shewing  the  intention,  evidence 
direct  and  presumptive  may  be  resorted  to ;  and  the 
Plaintiffs  allege  it  to  be  clear,  that  the  testatrix  did  not 
intend  to  pay  off  the  mortgage  for  the  purpose  of  re- 
lieving the  estate  or  property  on  which  it  was  charged, 
but  for  the  purpose  of  keeping  a  portion  of  her  personal 
estate  so  invested. 

The  mortgage  was  of  very  long  standing,  and  in 
February  1807,  was  vested  in  Henry  Davis,  who  was 
entitled  to  the  estate  in  fee,  subject  to  redemption  on 
payment  of  500/.  Mrs.  Lort  was  absolutely  entitled  to 
the  equity  of  redemption. 

The  money  was  then  paid  off  by  Mrs.  Lort ;  and,  on 
that  occasion,  Henry  Davis  conveyed  the  estate,  not  to 
her,  but  to  John  Phillips^  by  a  deed  to  which  she  was 
no  party,  and  in  which  it  was  expressed  that  the 
mortgage  was  paid  off  by  Phillips;  and  that,  in  con- 
sideration 
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1841.  Bideration  theraoF,  the  estate  was  conveyed  to  hitn  in  fee» 
subject  to  redemption  on  payment  of  the  mortgage- 
money  to  bim.  On  the  following  day,  however^  tlie 
26th  Febfuary  1807»  John  Phillips  executed  a  deed- 
poll,  whereby  he  declared  that  the  money,  with  which 
the  nuirtgage  was  paid  off,  was  not  his,  but  Mrs.Xor/'s; 
and  that,  in  the  deed,  his  iname  was  used  (only  in  trust 
for  her;  and  by  the  deed  it  was  expressed  that  he  ooiie- 
nanted  with  her,  her  executors,  administrators,  and  as- 
signs, that  he  would,  at  her  request,  convey  the  estate 
to  her,  her  heirs  and  assigns,  or  unto  such  other  person 
as  she,  her  heirs,  executors,  administrators,  or  assigns 
should  direct. 

In  this  case,  therefore,  the  owner  of  the  estate  paying 
off  the  charge,  caused  a  conveyance  to  be  so  made,  as 
not  legally  to  extinguish  the  charge.  The  legal  estate 
was  left;  outstanding,  and  this  was  contended  to  be  con- 
clusive evidence,  that  Mrs.  Ijort  intended  the  charge 
to  be  kept  on  foot  for  the  benefit  of  her  personal  estate ; 
and  the  rather,  because  of  the  introduction  of  the  words 
**  executors  and  administrators "  into  the  declaration 
of  trust. 

The  presumption  being,  that  when  the  owner  of  an 
estate  pays  off  a  charge,  he  does  it  for  the  relief  of  the 
estate,  a  cotemporaneous  transfer  of  the  charge  to  a 
trustee  must  be  considered  as  one  of  the  grounds  upon 
which  the  presumption  may  be  -rebutted ;  but  no  in- 
stance has  been  cited  in  which  such  a  transfer  has  of 
itself  been  held  to  be  decisive  evidence  against  the 
presumption,  and  I  am  of  opinion  that  it  ought  not  to 
be  so. 

The  object  is  to  collect  the  intention :  and  we  most 
look  at  all  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  at  the  trans- 
fer. 
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fer,  at  the  trusts  declared,  and  at  the  subsequent  conduct  1S4 1, 
of  the  party.  Even  if  Mrs.  Lort  had  intended  i&  1807) 
that  the  charge  should  be  contiuued,  the  inoney  and 
estate  being  her  own  absolutely,  she  was  at  liberty  at 
any  time  to  change  her  mind,  which  might  have  been 
different  in  1829  when  she  made  her  will,  and  in  1832 
wben  she  died. 

In  this  case  Mrs.  Lart  was  not  content  with  merely 
causing  the  mortgage  to  be  transferred  to  Jokm  PkiUipSj 
she  also  caused  a  declaration  of  trust  to  be  executed. 
It  is  said,  that  at  the  time,  her  clear  intention  was  to 
keep  the  mortgage  on  foot,  and  yet  she  has  not  said  so ; 
the  declaration  is  silent  as  to  that,  and  her  kiteiition  in 
that  respect  (supposing  it  to  be  such  as  is  alleged),  is 
left  as  matter  of  implication  and  inference,  from  the 
mere  fact  of  the  transfer  and  the  use  which  is  made 
of  the  words  **  executors  and  admininstrators  **  in  the 
deed.  I  am  unable  to  adopt  the  reasoning  which  leads 
to  the  inference  insisted  on  by  the  Plaintiff.  It  appears 
to  me,  that  if  she  really  had  intended  to  keep  the  charge 
on  foot,  the  declaration  of  trust  was  an  occasion  on  which 
the  intention  must  have  been  clearly  and  unequivocally 
expressed,  and  the  absence  of  any  mention  of  the  trust 
on  which  the  money  was  to  be  held,  or  the  mode  in 
which  it  was  to  be  applied,  appears  to  me  to  afford 
evidence  in  support  of  the  ordinary  presumption  &r 
outweighing  any  evidence  against  the  presumption, 
which  the  use  of  the  words  ^*  executors  and  administra- 
tors" in  an  ill-drawn  deed  may  be  supposed  to  afford. 

There  is  nothing  to  shew  that  Mrs.  Lart  bad  any 
interest  in  keeping  up  the  charge,  and  thinking  that  the 
transfer  of  the  mortgage  and  the^  declaration  of  trust 
taken  together,  do  not  afford  sufficient  evidence  to 
rebut  the   ordinary  presumption  that  she  paid  off  the 

charge 
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1841.  charge  to  relieve  the  estate,  it  does  not  appear  to  me 
to  be  material  to  consider  what  advice  or  what  motive 
induced   her  to  cause  the  transfer  to  be  made  as  it 

was. 

Twenty-two  years  elapsed  between  this  transaction 
and  the  date  of  tlie  will,  and  in  the  will  no  mention 
whatever  is  made  of  the  mortgage  money.  Being  the 
owner  of  the  estate,  and  of  the  supposed  charge  upon  it, 
she  devises  the  estate  to  John  Lort  PAittips  in  fee,  on 
trust  to  pay  an  annuity,  and  to  raise  certain  sums  by 
sale  or  mortgage,  and  subject  to  those  charges  and  the 
expense  of  executing  those  trusts,  she  gives  the  estate  to 
Peregrine  Lort  PhiUips^  his  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever ; 
and  she  adds  the  words,  ^*  and  upon  or  for  no  other 
use,  trust,  intent,  or  purpose  whatsoever." 

It  is  very  difficult  for  me  to  suppose  that  the  testatrix, 
using  these  words,  intended  the  estate  given  to  her  de- 
visee, to  be  subject  to  a  claim  by  her  residuary  legatee 
for  a  sum  of  500/.  charged  on  that  estate.  What 
the  Plaintiffs  want,  is  proof  of  intention  to  rebut  the 
ordinary  presumption  in  such  cases;  and  the  occasion 
of  making  the  will  was  such  as  to  make  it  probable,  to 
say  the  least,  that  the  testatrix  would  have  distinctly 
and  unequivocally  expressed  the  intention,  if  she  really 
had  it 

If  the  charge  had  belonged  to  another  person,  it 
would  have  been  in  no  way  affected  by  the  terms  of  the 
devise ;  and  even  in  this  case  (the  charge  belonging  to 
the  tesUtrix),  I  do  not  think  that  the  silence  of  the  will 
on  the  subject  of  the  charge  is  itself  conclusive.  But  it 
corroborates  the  impression  afforded  by  the  other  cir- 
cumstances of  this  case;  and,  on  the  whole,  I  am  of 
opinion  that  there  is  no  sufficient  evidence  to  rebut  the 

presumption 
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presumption  that  this  lady,  having  paid  oiFthe  mortgage,        ISil . 
intended  to  extinguish  the  charge.  ^^T^'*^^ 

Dismiss  the  bill  with  costs,  o. 

Phillips. 


WRENCH  V.  JUTTING.  peb.  is. 

npHE  question  in  this  cause  turned  on  the  will  of  Jacob  A  testator  be- 

-*•    Wrenchy  which  was  expressed  as  follows :  "  I  give  ^XL  houw- 

and  bequeath  all  my  household  furniture,  plate,  linen,  hold  furniture 

books,  china,  pictures,  and  all  other  goods  of  whatever  things, «  and 

kind  unto  Margaret  Petronella  Jutting  of  No.  1,  Grove*  ^^^^f  h  t. 

hill  Terrace^  CamberweUy  and  appoint  J.  H.  Jutting  of  ever  kind»*' 

the  same  place  sole  executor,  and  that  the  money,  out-  ^jnt^^hat 

standing  or  book  debts,  the  remaining  sum  unsettled,  certain  speci- 

left  me  by  my  late  father,  and  also  what  may  be  forth-  should  be  di- 

cominir  from  the  estate  of  the  late  firm  of  Turner  and  T'^®^  *?  ^^^\, 

lows,  after  all 
Wrenchy  now  in  the  hands  of  Mr.  Adams  of  Bridewelly  his  debts 

be  divided  as  follows,  after  all  ray  debts  are  paid  off,  p^fa^ffl^^Hc 

50/.  Rev.  T.  TV.  Wrench  for  board  and  lodging;  100/.  then  specified 

Diana  Maria  Matilda;  501.  Julia  Charlotte  Wood;  100/.  cfe'sTirnf  5?^ 

Mrs.  Shyring;  100/.  Aged  Pilgrim  Society;  S  to  4000/.,  ceeded, 

,   .  **  three  or  four 

or  whatever  remaining  sum  or  sumsy  to  my  beloved  Mar^  thousand 

garet  Petronella  Jutting.*'  pound*,  or 

**  **  whatever  re- 

maining sum 

The   testator   died    in  Octoba-  18S7.      It  appeared  H^eW^th^tlf." 
that  he  had  other  personal  property,  besides  that  spe-  did  not  take 
cified  in  his  will,  consisting  principally  of  money.     The  ^^iS^^^^ 
question  was,  whether  the  will  contained  a  general  re- 
siduary gift  to  Miss  Jutting. 

Mr.  Pembertony  Mr.  Stuarty  and  Mr.  Craig  for  the 
Plaintiffs,  who  were  the  next  of  kin  of  the  testator,  con- 
tended, that  the  general  residuary  estate  was  undisposed 

Vol.  III.  N  n  of. 
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ISil.       of.     That  it  would  not  pass  by  the  word  ^<  goods"  in 
^^^T^v**^^     the  first  clause,  which  related  to  furniture  and  other 

vT  RBNCH 

V,  things  ejusiem  generisj  nor  by  the  words  <^  remaining 

Jutting.  ^^^  ^^  sums,**  which  referred  only  to  the  remainder  of 
the  property  just  previously  specifically  bequeathed,  for 
they  alone  were  directed  to  be  "  divided  as  follows." 

They  cited  Ommanmy  v.  Butcher  (a),  where  it  was 
held  that  the  residue  did  not  pass  by  the  words  <^  in  case 
there  is  any  money  remaining,  I  should  wish  it  to  be 
given  to  private  charities,"  and  Wilde  v.  HoUzmeyer.  (&) 

Mr.  Kinderdey  and  Mr. /^m5,  contrct^  contended,  that 
the  general  residue  passed  to  the  Defendant  Miss  Jut-- 
ttngf  either  under  the  words  "  all  other  goods  of  what- 
ever kind,"  in  the  former  part  of  the  will,  or  under  the 
words  **  whatever  remaining  sum  or  sums"  in  the  latter. 
In  Legge  v.  Jsgill  {c)  the  residue  was  held  to  pass  under 
the  words  **  money  left  unemployed,"  so  every  thing 
would  be  included  in  the  Ecclesiastical  Court  under  the 
words  *^  bona  notabiliaJ*  They  also  cited  the  following 
cases,  Campbell  v.  Prescott  (rf),  Michell  v.  Michell  (e).  Km' 
dall  V.  Kendall  {g\  Arnold  v.  Arnold  (A),  Boj/s  v.  Mor- 
gan (/),  Leighton  v.  Bailie  (£),  Damon  v.  Gaskoin  (/), 
Rogers  v.  Thomas,  (m) 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  (without  hearing  a  reply). 
There  is  some  obscurity,  but  we  must  collect  the  tes- 
tator's meaning  from  all  the  words  of  the  will.  The 
intention  imputed  to  the  testator  by  the  Defendant  is, 
that  he  intended  to  give  her  every  thing  he  had  in  the 

world, 

(a)  Turn.  4*  Ruu.  S60.  {h)  2  Myl.  4*  K.  365. 

(b)  5  Vet.  811.  (t)  3  Myl.  4*  Cr.  661. 

(c)  Tum. 4-  Run.  26S.n,  (k)  5  Myl.  4"  ^.  267. 
id)  15  Vet,  500.  (0  2  Keen^  14. 

(tf)  5  Mad.  69.  (wf)  2  Keen,  8. 

(g)  4  Rtttt.  360, 


Jutting. 
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world,  subject  to  the  payment  of  his  debts  and  legacies.  1841. 
If  that  were  his  intention,  the  way  in  which  he  expresses  w^b«^ 
himself  is  this  [his  Lordship  read  the  will],  he  does  not  ^  v, 
direct  the  legacies  to  be  paid,  and  then  give  to  the  De- 
fendant all  the  rest,  but  he  distinguishes  a  particular 
*  part  of  his  property  from  all  the  rest,  and  directs  it  to 
be  divided,  after  all  his  debts  are  paid,  between  certain 
legatees  in  the  amounts  stated,  and  gives  SOOO/.  or  4000/., 
or  whatever  remaining  sum  or  sums  to  the  Defendant  In 
the  former  part  of  the  will  he  had  given  her  the  furniture, 
&c,  ^^and  all  other  goods  of  whatever  kind."  It  is  not  ne- 
cessary to  say  what  would  be  the  e£fect  of  these  words ; 
if  they  had  stood  by  themselves  and  if  this  were  the  only 
clause  in  the  will,  there  would  be  strong  reason  for  ex- 
tending their  operation ;  but  that  he  did  not  intend  all  his 
estate  to  pass,  is  shewn  by  his  subsequently  stating  what 
were  his  intentions  as  to  a  particular  part  of  it.  It  has 
been  argued,  that  he  excepted  certain  pecuniary  legacies 
from  his  general  gift  to  the  Defendant  in  the  latter  part 
of  his  will,  and  that  he  did  not  otherwise  desire  to  extend 
the  exception,  but  when  it  is  once  shewn  that  he  did  not 
intend,  by  the  first  words,  to  give  every  thing,  they  must 
then  be  in  some  way  restricted. 

I  think,  on  the  whole,  that  these  words  cannot  have 
the  enlarged  meaning  attributed  to  them  by  the  Defend- 
ant. The  testator  by  the  latter  clause  separates  three 
several  portions  of  his  property :  his  book  debts,  the  sum 
unsettled  by  his  father,  and  what  may  be  forthcoming 
from  the  late  firm,  and  having  specified  them,  he  says 
they  are  to  be  divided  as  follows,  after  payment  of  his 
debts,  and  having  directed  the  particular  sums  to  be 
given  to  the  legatees  named ;  he  gives  ^*  SOOO/.  or  4000/., 
or  whatever  remaining  sum  or  sums  "  to  the  Defendant. 
I  cannot  extend  the  meaning  of  these  latter  words  be- 
yond the  particular  sum  here  mentioned. 

Nn  2  It 
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18i]. 


Wbencu 

V, 

Jutting. 


It  was  properly  asked,  why  did  the  testator  enumerate 
those  particular  sums  at  all  ?  There  could  be  no  reason, 
unless  he  intended  them  alone  to  be  subject  to  the  dis- 
position in  that  clause*  I  think  that  the  general  residue 
is  undisposed  of  and  belongs  to  the  Plaintifls,  the  next 
of  kin. 


Feb.  16. 


SIDEBOTHAM  v.  BARRINGTON. 


TrW/7LLIAM  BARRINGTON,  who  was  possessed 
^^  of  a  life  interest  in  a  freehold  estate,  committed 
an  act  of  bankruptcy  in  April  1829,  and  afterwards,  on 
the  21st  of  April  1829,  he  conveyed  the  estate  to  Mr. 
Skirriity  in  trust  to  sell  for  payment  of  certain  debts, 
and  to  pay  the  residue  to  him  William  Barringion.  At 
the  time  of  this  conveyance  the  estate  stood  mortgaged 


Proceedings 
in  insolvency 
are  not  super- 
seded by  a 
subsequent 
bankruptcy 
founded  on 
an  act  of 
bankruptcy 
prior  to  the 
insolvency. 

i<.,whopos.  to  Mr^Bquds. 
sessed  a  real 


In   December  1829,    William   Barringion   was   im- 


estate,  com- 
mitted an  act 
of  bankrupt- 
cy; he  after-     prisoned  for  debt,  and  m  April  1830,  he  took  the  be- 

ih^bLiefit  of  "^^  ^^  *®  Insolvent  Debtors'  Act  (7  G.  4.  c.  51. \  and 
the  Insolvent    executed  the  usual  conveyance  of  his  property  to  the 
an^d  was  sub-*    ^^^ci^^l  assignee,  but  no  regular  assignee  was  then  ap- 
sequentlyde-    pointed, 
clared  bank- 
rupt.   Held, 
that  the  as- 
signees in 
bankruptcy 
could  not 
make  a  good 
title  to  a  real 
estate  of  the 

bankrupt :  that  the  estate  was  vested  in  the  assignees  of  the  insolvency,  and  that 
the  objection  was  one  of  title  and  not  of  conveyance. 

The  Court  will  not  determine  a  question  between  the  parties,  on  admission  of 
facts  on  which  they  reserve  to  themselves  the  right  of  afterwards  adducing  evidence. 


On  the  22d  of  Febnia)y  1833  William  Barringion 
was  declared  a  bankrupt,  and  the  PlaintiflT  was  ap<- 
pointed  his  assignee.     The  property  was  sold  by  the 

Plaintiff 
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Plaintiff  to   the  Defendant    WiUiam   Barrington   the        1841. 
younger,  who  having  refused  to  complete  his  purchase,   gl^^,^^^ 
a  bill  for  specific  performance  was  filed  against  him  (a),  o. 

and  a  reference  as  to  the  title  made  to  the  Master.  The  Ba**^^^''^^'- 
Master-s  opinion  being  against  the  title,  the  matter  now 
came  before  the  Court  by  way  of  exception  to  his  report. 

The  purchase-money  was  admitted,  for  the  purpose 
of  this  discussion,  to  be  more  than  sufficient  to  pay  all 
the  creditors  under  the  insolvency,  but  the  parties  re- 
served to  themselves  the  right  of  adducing  evidence 
thereon. 

Mr.  Pemberian  and  Mr.  Teed^  for  the  exceptions,  and 
in  support  of  the  title,  contended, 

First,  that  the  Jiat  in  bankruptcy  wholly  superseded 
the  insolvency. 

Secondly,  that  the  assignees  and  creditors  under  the 
insolvency  must  be  considered  in  the  nature  of  incum- 
brancers, and  subject  to  their  claims,  as  mere  trustees 
for  the  assignees  and  creditors  under  the  bankruptcy ; 
that  the  objection  would  then  be  one  of  conveyance  and 
not  of  tide ;  Townsend  v.  Champemomi  (6),  Lord  Brat/- 
brooke  v.  Inskip.  {c) 

Thirdly,  that  the  insolvency  could  not  overreach  the 
voluntary  deed  to  Skirritt^  the  deed  having  been  exe- 
cuted more  than  three  months  from  the  commencement 
of  the  imprisonment,  7  G.  4.   c.  57.   5..32.y  but  that 

the 

(a)  See   Exparte  Barrington      1  Deac,  5.,  1  Moni,  4*  Ayr,  65$,, 
and  Exparte  SidebMam,5  Deac,      S  Mont.  S^  Ayr,  146. 
4-  Ch.  SIB.,  4  Bcae.  4-  Ch.  461.,  {li)  1  Y.SfJ,  449. 

(c)  S  Km.  436. 

}in  3 
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1841.        the  bankruptcy  did  overreach  that  deed,  becaose  the 
act  of  bankruptcy  took  place  prior  to  its  execution. 
That  consequently  the  assignees  in  bankruptcy  took  the 
Barrinqtosc.  estate,  interest,  and  power  conveyed  to  SkirrUt^  and 
had  priority  over  the  assignees  in  the  insolvency. 


SlDKBOTHAM 

9. 


Mr.  Kinderdey  and  Mr.  Bethdl,  contra.  The  estate 
and  interest  of  the  assignee  under  the  insolvency  is 
still  subsisting;  Ex  parte  ShuMeworiA  (a);  this  olso  ap* 
pears  from  the  thirteenth  section  of  the  Insolvent  Act.  (6) 
The  Plaintiff,  as  was  observed  by  the  Master  when 
the  case  was  before  him,  has  sold  the  estate  of  another 
man,  and  then  offers  to  get  him  to  confirm  the  sale; 
this  Court  has  never,  under  such  circumstances,  en- 
forced the  contract  The  property  being  vested  in  the 
,  assignee  in  insolvency,  can  only  be  sold  according  to 
the  formalities  prescribed  by  the  Insolvent  AcL  (r) 

The 


(a)  2  GL  *  J'  68. 

(6)  And  be  it  funher  enacted^ 
that  the  filing  of  the  pstition  of 
every  person  in  actual  custody, 
who  shall  be  subject  to  the  laws 
concerning  bankrupts,  and  who 
shall  apply  by  petition  to  the 
said  court  for  his  or  her  dis- 
charge from  custody,  according 
to  this  act,  shall  be  accounted 
and  adjudged  an  act  of  bank- 
ruptcy from  the  time  of  filing 
such  petition ;  and  that  any  com- 
mission issuing  against  such  per- 
son, and  under  which  he  or  she 
shall  be  declared  bankrupt  be- 
fore the  time  appointed  by  the 
said  court,  and  advertised  in  the 
London  Gaxette,  for  hearing  the 
matters  of  such  petition,  or  at 
any  time  within  two  calendar 
months  from  the  time  of  filing 
such  petition,  shall  have  effect 


to  avoid  any  conveyance  and 
assignment  of  the  estate  and 
effects  of  such  person,  which 
shall  have  been  made  in  pursu- 
ance of  the  provisions  of  this 
act:  provided  always,  that  the 
filing  of  such  petition  shall  not 
be  deemed  an  act  of  bankruptcy, 
unless  such  person  be  so  de- 
clared bankrupt  before  the  time 
so  advertised  as  aforesaid,  or 
within  such  two  calendar  months 
as  aforesaid ;  but  that  every  such 
conveyance  and  assignment  shall 
be  good  and  valid,  notwithstand- 
ing any  commission  of  bank* 
rupt  under  which  such  person 
shall  be  declared  bankrupt  after 
the  time  so  advertised  as  afore- 
said, and  afler  the  expiration  of 
such  two  calendar  months  as 
aforesaid, 
(c)  7  G.  4.  c*  57.  #.  20. 
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The  insolvent  assignee  is  not  a  trustee,  he  is  not  in        1841. 

any  way  under  the  control  of  the  Plaintiff,  the  objec-  o^*^*^^^"*^ 

.,„  ,.,         ,  .  81DBBOTHAM 

tion,  therefore^  goes  to  the  title  and  not  to  the  con-  _^      v. 

▼eyance. 


Barrinoton. 


The  deed  to  Skirritt  is  valid  as  against  the  Plaintiff, 
unless  it  were  fraudulent,  which  is  not  suggested. 

Mr.  Teed,  in  reply. 

The  Master  (^  the  Rolls,  after  reading  the  thir-^ 
teenth  section  of  the  7  G.  4.  c.  57-,  decided,  that  ihejiat 
did  not  supersede  the  insolvency,  and  that  the  convey- 
ance to  the  provisional  assignee  in  insolvency  was  good 
and  valid,  and  he  then  proceeded  as  follows :  — 

On  the  other  point,  it  appears  that  under  the  deed 
of  the  21st  April  1829,  the  equity  of  redemption  of  this  , 
estate,  it  having  been  previously  mortgaged,  was  con- 
veyed to  a  trustee  upon  trust  to  sell  and  to  pay  certain 
debts,  and  to  hand  over  the  surplus  to  the  bankrupt. 
Now,  whatever  may  be  the  effect  of  the  Insolvent 
Debtors'  and  Bankrupt  Act  upon  sucK  voluntary  deeds, 
this  at  least  is  clear,  that  whatever  interest  was  vested 
in  the  bankrupt  after  the  execution  of  that  deed,  did,  by 
operation  of  the  assignment  in  the  insolvency,  become 
vested  in  the  assignee  in  the  insolvency,  and  it  became 
vested  in  him  subject  to  the  duties  he  had  to  perform. 
That  interest,  therefore,  now  remains  in  the  insolvent's 
assignee  subject  to  the  duties  which,  according  to  the 
act,  he  has  to  perform. 

I  do  not  think  it  is  necessary  for  me  to  advert  to  the 
difference  between  the  provisional  and  an  ordinary  cre- 
ditor's assignee,  because  there  is  now  such  a  person  in 
whom  the  estate  is  at  present  vested,  and  when  or  at 
Nn  ^  what 
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1841.       what  particalar  time  it  became  so  vested,  does  not  ap- 

^'^^^^*^'     pear  to  me  to  be  material;  but  the  estate  being  so 

V,  vested  in  the  assignee,  and  he  being  subject  to  such 

Barrikgton.  duties^  j  apprehend  it  cannot  be  considered  as  a  mere 

question  of  conveyance. 

I  apprehend  a  question  of  conveyance  arises  in  this 
way.  Where  an  interest  is  vested  in  a  party  to  secure 
a  right,  the  satisfaction  of  which  right  entitles  the  party 
who  has  sold  the- estate  to  call  for  a  conveyance,  then 
the  Court  considers  it  a  question  of  conveyance  only, 
but  I  think  it  has  never  gone  further  than  that.  If  the 
estate  be  vested  in  a  person,  not  for  the  purpose  of 
securing  a  right,  but  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  that 
person  to  perform  a  duty  to  others,  then,  until  that 
duty  has  been  performed,  there  can  be  no  right  to  call 
for  a  conveyance. 

Now  here  there  is  clearly  a  duty  to  perform  in  obey- 
ing the  directions  which  are  contained  in  the  Insolvent 
Act.  As  to  the  value  of  the  estate,  I  cannot  enter 
into  the  consideration  of  it  upon  the  present  occasion. 
It  appears  probable  that  if  these  persons  were  amicably 
disposed,  they  might,  by  means  of  the  assigpiee  in  the 
insolvency,  the  assignee  in  bankruptcy,  and  the  insol-^ 
vent  himself,  make  a  good  title;  they  certainly  could 
do  so  with  the  assistance  of  the  Insolvent  Debtors' 
Court;  however  the  question  now  is,  what  are  the 
rights  and  duties  of  the  parties  with  respect  to  one 
another.  I  am  of  opinion  that,  under  the  circumst&nces, 
the  question  is  ^  not  merely  one  of  conveyance,  but  one 
of  title. 

The  other  point  has  been  put  very  ingeniously :  it  is 
said,  that  by  the  effect  of  the  bankruptcy  and  the  sta* 
tute,  the  estate  which  the  bankrupt  intended  to  convey 

to 


Barrinoton. 
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to  Skirtitt  has  now  become  vested  in  the  assignee  in        1841. 
bankruptcy,  and  by  acting  under  the  powers  which  are   ^^^^^'^^ 
contained  in  the  deed,  the  Plaintiff  can  make  a  good  v, 

title,  wholly  independent  of  the  estate  which  had  became 
vested  in  the  assignee  in  insolvency  in  the  mean  while. 
I  cannot,  however,  so  consider  it. 

It  is  impossible  for  me  to  say,  that  there  is  such  a 
right  vested  in  the  assignee  in  bankruptcy,  that  he  can 
make  a  good  title.  Therefore  I  think  that  the  excep- 
tions taken  to  the  Master's  report  must  be  overruled. 

I  think  it  right  to  say,  that  if  I  had  been  aware  of 
the  nature  of  this  report  before  this  matter  was  discussed 
I  should  have  declined  to  bear  the  arguments.  The  par- 
ties have  agreedy  for  the  purpose  of  argument,  but  not  for 
any  other  purpose,  to  admit  certain  facts,  and  reserved 
the  right  to  adduce  evidence  on  them.  An  adjudication 
might  have  been  made  by  the  Court,  which  would  have 
proved  quite  fruitless;  for  a  reference  must  afterwards 
have  become  necessary,  to  inquire  into  the  truth  of  the 
very  facts,  on  which  the  judgment  of  the  Court  was 
founded*  The  Court  has  not  time  to  indulge  in  the 
discussion  of  imaginary  cases,  and  if  I  had  been  aware 
of  it  I  would  not  have  heard  diis  case  on  such  partial 
admissions. 
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March  20.  CHAD  WICK  v.  BROAD  WOOD. 

fV^^Hbm  ^  T^HIS  case,  which  is  reported  anti,  p.  308^  now  came 
was  fdven  tp      '^    on  for  argument  upon  a  second  plea,  in  the  form 

the  Plaintiff       f  ^  negative  plea. 
to  amend,  and  ^  ^ 

to  the  Defend- 

«ttople.d         The  PUintiff  amended  his  bUI,  and  which,  «,  far  «i 

Held,  that  the  is  material,  stated :—- that  all  the  leases  had  expired 

might,  by  a  twen^  years  next  before  the  filing  the  bill. 

second  plea, 

raise  as  a  dc-  1      «  » *.      ,  «.     ^    .         ^«     • 

fence  objec-  That  on  the  15th  of  March  1768,  Sirifmsr^w  Chad'- 

r^h*d^'^^ed  ^'^  ^'^  intestate  as  to  his  real  estates,  and  without 

over  in  nis  issue. 
first  plea.  # 

Whether  a 
negative  plea        That,  upon  the  death  of  Sir  A.  Chadwiek^  the  pre- 

to  a  bill  of  mises  comprised  in  the  deeds  of  December  1717  and 

discovery  in  j^   1720  respectively,   descended  to  the   PlaintiflT's 

action  at  law,  grandfather  James  Chadwick,  who  was  the  heir-at-law 

^'riie  Plain-  ^^^^^  ^^  ^^^  ^'  Chadwick^  which  said  Joseph  Chadwick 

tiff,  alleging  was  the  eldest  son  of  James  Chadwick^  who  was  the 

fon  aild^heiT  eldest  brother  of  ElUce  Chadwick,  who  was  the  father  of 

ofi<.,whowa«  S\t  Andrew  Chadwick,  and  which  sbaA  James  Chadvdck 

heir  of  B.^  died  in  thf  lifetime  of  the  said  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick, 

who  was  the     ^^j  ^j^^j.  ^j^^  Plaintiff's  said  grandfather  Josq>h  Chad-^ 

son  and  heir  ,  °  ,  -^ 

of  C,  who        wick,  as  such  heir-at-law,  became  well  seised  and  entitled 

brother  of  "^  ^^  ^^^  '^  ^^^  ^*^  several  premises  for  an  estate  in  fee 
JD.,  who  was  simple 

the  father  of 

jj?.,  the  deceased  owner  of  an  estate,  and  alleging  the  several  descents  and  seisins, 
fil^  A  bill  of  discovery  in  aid  of  an  action  at  law.  The  Defendant  pleaded  that  !?• 
and  the  Plaintiff  were  not  heirs  of  £.,  and  that  the  property-  never  descended  to 
j9.,  or  to  if.,  or  to  the  Plaintiff,  and  that  A,  and  the  Plaintiff  were  never  seised, 
*'  for  that  D.  had  never  an  elder  brother  C,  and  B^  was  not  the  son  of  any  d*' 
The  plea  was  held  multifarious,  and  was  overruled. 

Plea  overruled  on  the  ground  of  its  not  being  accompanied  by  an  answer  as  to  a 
fact  affecting,  as  evidence,  the  truth  of  the  plea. 
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simple  absolute  in  reversion,  expectant  upon  the  deter-  184K 

mination  of  the  said  term  of  sixty  years,  and  the  other  q^^^^^ 

terms  of  years  subsisting  therein,  and  granted  by  the  v. 
said  Sir  Andrew  Chadmck  as  aforesaid. 

That,  on  the  7th  oi  April  1790,  the  Plaintiff's  grand- 
father, Joseph  CAadwick^  died  intestate  as  to  his  real 
estates,  and  thereupon  the  said  several  premises  de- 
scended to  the  Plaintiff's  father,  ITumas  Chadwickj  who 
was  his  only  son  and  heir-at-law;  whereby  Thomas 
Chadwick  became  well  seised  and  entitled  of  and  to  a 
like  estate  in  the  same  premises* 

That,  on  the  27th  oi  August  1801,  the  Plaintiff's 
father,  Thomas  Chadwickj  died  intestate  as  to  his  real 
estates,  and  thereupon  the  several  premises  descended 
to  the  Plaintiff  JoAn  Chadwickf  as  his  only  surviving  son 
and  heir<>at-law,  whereby  the  Plaintiff  became  well 
seised,  and  entitled  to  a  like  estate  in  the  said  pre- 
mises. 

That  the  said  term  of  sixty  years  expired  on  the  24th 
of  June  1825,  or  about  that  time,  and  that  the  other 
terms  of  years  granted  by  the  said  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick 
as  aforesaid  respectively,  expired  at  some  time  or  times 
within  two  years,  either^ripr  or  subsequent  to  the  24th 
of  June  1825. 

The  bill  also  stated  that  the  Plaintiff  was  seised  in 
fee,  and  was  entitled  to  have  possession  of  the  premises 
delivered  up  to  him  by  the  Defendants,  **  but  that  the 
Defendants  refused  to  deliver  up  the  same,  notwithstand- 
ing they  and  the  person  or  persons  through  or  under 
whom  they  claimed,  obtained  possession  of  the  said  pre- 
mises under  or  by  virtue  of  the  leases  thereinbefore  men- 
tioned 
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1841.        tioned  to  have  been  granted  thereof  respectively;  and 
I^*^^"^*^     as  evidence  thereof  the  Plaintiff  shewed,  that  the  said 
V.  Defendants,  and  the  person  and  persons  through  or 

Broadwood.  y^jgj.  ^hom  they  claimed,  or  some  person  or  persons  on 
their  respective  behalf,  from  time  to  time  paid  the  rents 
reserved  by  the  said  leases  respectively,  and  took  re- 
ceipts or  acknowledgments  in  writing  for  the  same,  and 
that  some  of  such  payments  were  made  to,  and  some  of 
such  receipts  or  acknowledgments  were  signed  by  the 
said  Sir  A*  Chadwick^  Joseph  Chadwick^  Thomas  Chad- 
wickt  and  the  Plaintiff  respectively ;  and  although  the 
others  of  such  payments  were  made  to,  and  the  others 
of  such  receipts  or  acknowledgments  were  signed  by, 
some  other  person  or  persons,  yet  such  other  person  or 
persons  received  such  payments,  and  signed  such  re- 
ceipts as  the  agent  or  agents  for  and  on  the  behalf  of 
Sir  Andrew  Chadwick,  Joseph  Chadwick,  Thomas  Chadr 
wickj  and  the  Plaintiff  respectively. 

And  that  if  the  said  Defendants  would  discover  and 
set  forth,  as  they  ought  to  do,  the  dates  and  contents  of 
the  several  receipts  or  acknowledgments  for  rent  paid  as 
aforesaid  by  them,  or  by  any  person  or  persons  through 
or  under  whom  they  claimed,  and  the  name  or  names, 
and  description  or  descriptions  of  the  person  or  persons 
who  received  the  said  payments  respectively,  and  who 
signed  the  said  receipts  or  acknowledgments  respec- 
tively, it  would  appear,  or  the  Plaintiff  would  thereby 
be  enabled  to  prove,  that  all  such  payments  of  rent  as 
aforesaid  were  made  to,  and  that  all  such  receipts  or 
acknowledgments  were  signed  by.  Sir  A.  Chadwick, 
Joseph  Chadwick,  Thomas  Chadwick,  and  the  Plaintiff  re- 
spectively, or  by  some  person  or  persons  on  their  respec- 
tive behalf.  And  it  is  also  stated  that  the  Plaintiff  was 
unable  to  proceed  in  bis  contemplated  action  "  without 

adis- 
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a  discovery  of  the  several  matters,  or  without  the  pro-        1841. 
duction  by  the  Defendants  of  the  several  deeds  and     Z^"^"^^^^"^ 
documents  therein  respectively  inquired  after,  and  espe-  «. 

daily  without  the  production  by  the  Defendants  of  the   Broadwooi>. 
leases  and  counterparts  of  leases,  and  the  receipts  or  ac- 
knowledgments for  rent  thereinbefore  mentioned,  which 
indentures,  counterparts,  receipts,  and  acknowledgments 
were  then  in  the  possession  of  the  Defendants." 

To  this  bill  the  Defendant  put  in  a  plea,  which,  after 
excepting  certain  parts  of  the  d'lscovery  which  he  after- 
wards answered,  pleaded,  ^*  That  Joseph  Ckadwiek  never 
was,  and  that  the  Plaintiff  was  not  the  heir-at-law  of  Sir 
Andrew  Chadwick  deceased,  and  that  the  premises  did 
not,  nor  did  any  of  them,  ever  descend  to  Joseph  Chad-' 
wick  as  the  heir-at-law  of  Sir  A.  Chadwick  deceased,  or 
to  the  Plaintiff's  father,  Thomas  Chadwick^  as  the  only 
son  and  heir-at-law  of  the  said  Joseph  Chadwick,  or  to  the 
Plaintiff  as  the  only  surviving  son  and  heir-at-law  of 
Thomas  Chadwick,  and  that  Joseph  Chadwick  never 
did  become  seised  of,  or  entitled  to  the  said  premises,  or 
any  of  them,  as  the  heir-at-law  of  Sir  ^.  Chadwick;  and 
that  Tliomas  Chadwick  never  did  become  seised  of,  or 
entitled  to  the  said  premises,  or  any  of  them,  as  the  heir- 
at-law  of  Joseph  Chadwick,  and  that  the  Plaintiff  never 
did  become  seised  of  or  entitled  to  the  premises,  or  any 
of  them,  as  the  heir-at-law  either  of  Sir  A.  Chadwick, 
or  Joseph  Chadwick,  or  of  Thomas  Chadwick;  for  that 
EUice  Chadwick,  the  father,  never  had  an  elder  brother 
named  Jajnes,  and  never  had  a  brother  named  James 
who  had  or  left  issue ;  and  Joseph  Chadwick,  the  Plain- 
tiff's alleged  grandfather,  was  not  the  son  of  any  James 
Chadwick  who  was  a  brother  of  Sir  A.  Chadwick*s 
father  EUice  C/iadwick ;  and  therefore  the  Defendant 
pleaded  the  matter  aforesaid,  to  so  much  of  the  said  bill 
as  aforesaid,  and  humbly  prayed  the  judgment  of  the 

Court 
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1841.        tioned  to  have  been  granted  thereof  respectively;  and 
i!^*^^"^^     as  evidence  thereof  the  Plaintiff  shewed,  that  the  said 

«  HAOWICK. 

V.  Defendants,  and  the  person  and  persons  through  or 

Broadwood.  yijjg,.  ^hom  they  claimed,  or  some  person  or  persons  on 
their  respective  behalf,  from  time  to  time  paid  the  rents 
reserved  by  the  said  leases  respectively,  and  took  re- 
ceipts or  acknowledgments  in  writing  for  the  same^  and 
that  some  of  such  payments  were  made  to,  and  some  of 
such  receipts  or  acknowledgments  were  signed  by  the 
said  Sir  A.  Chadwick^  Joseph  Ckadwick,  Thomas  Chad-- 
wick,  and  the  Plaintiff  respectively ;  and  although  the 
others  of  such  payments  were  made  to,  and  the  others 
of  such  receipts  or  acknowledgments  were  signed  by, 
some  other  person  or  persons,  yet  such  other  person  or 
persons  received  such  payments,  and  signed  such  re- 
ceipts as  the  agent  or  agents  for  and  on  the  behalf  of 
Sir  Andrew  Chadwick,  Joseph  Chadwick,  Thomas  Chad-- 
wick,  and  the  Plaintiff  respectively. 

And  that  if  the  said  Defendants  would  discover  and 
set  forth,  as  they  ought  to  do,  the  dates  and  contents  of 
the  several  receipts  or  acknowledgments  for  rent  paid  as 
aforesaid  by  them,  or  by  any  person  or  persons  through 
or  under  whom  they  claimed,  and  the  name  or  names, 
and  description  or  descriptions  of  the  person  or  persons 
who  received  the  said  payments  respectively,  and  who 
signed  the  said  receipts  or  acknowledgments  respec- 
tively, it  would  appear,  or  the  Plaintiff  would  thereby 
be  enabled  to  prove,  that  all  such  payments  of  rent  as 
aforesaid  were  made  to,  and  that  all  such  receipts  or 
acknowledgments  were  signed  by.  Sir  A.  Chadwick, 
Joseph  Chadwickj  Thomas  Chadwick,  and  the  Plaintiff  re* 
spectively,  or  by  some  person  or  persons  on  their  respec-^ 
tive  behalf.  And  it  is  also  stated  that  the  Plaintiff  was 
unable  to  proceed  in  bis  contemplated  action  "  without 

a  dis* 
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a  discovery  of  the  several  matters,  or  without  the  pro-        1841. 
duction  by  the  Defendants  of  the  several  deeds  and     ^^^"^"^^^^ 
documents  therein  respectively  inquired  after,  and  espe-  «. 

cially  without  the  production  by  the  Defendants  of  the   Broadwooi>. 
leases  and  counterparts  of  leases,  and  the  receipts  or  ac- 
knowledgments for  rent  thereinbefore  mentioned,  which 
indentures,  counterparts,  receipts,  and  acknowledgments 
were  then  in  the  possession  of  the  Defendants." 

To  this  bill  the  Defendant  put  in  a  plea,  which,  after 
excepting  certain  parts  of  the  dbcovery  which  he  after* 
wards  answered,  pleaded,  ^*  That  Joseph  Chadwick  never 
was,  and  that  the  Plaintiff  was  not  the  heir-at-law  of  Sir 
Andrew  Chadwick  deceased,  and  that  the  premises  did 
not,  nor  did  any  of  them,  ever  descend  to  Joseph  Chad-- 
wick  as  the  heir-at-law  of  Sir  A.  Chadwick  deceased,  or 
to  the  Plaintiff's  father,  Thomas  Chadwick^  as  the  only 
son  and  heir-at-law  of  the  said  Joseph  Chadwick^  or  to  the 
Plaintiff  as  the  only  surviving  son  and  heir-at-law  of 
Thomas  Chadwick^  and  that  Joseph  Chadwick  never 
did  become  seised  of,  or  entitled  to  the  said  premises,  or 
any  of  them,  as  the  heir-at-law  of  Sir  A.  Chadwick  ;  and 
that  Thomas  Chadwick  never  did  become  seised  of,  or 
entitled  to  the  said  premises,  or  any  of  them,  as  the  heir- 
at-law  of  Joseph  Chadwickf  and  that  the  Plaintiff  never 
did  become  seised  of  or  entitled  to  the  premises,  or  any 
of  them,  as  the  heir-at-law  either  of  Sir  A.  Chadwick, 
or  Joseph  Chadwick,  or  of  Thomas  Chadwick;  for  that 
l^ice  Chadwick,  the  father,  never  had  an  elder  brother 
named  James,  and  never  had  a  brother  named  James 
who  had  or  left  issue ;  and  Joseph  Chadwick,  the  Plain- 
tiff's alleged  grandfather,  was  not  the  son  of  any  James 
Chadwick  who  was  a  brother  of  Sir  A.  Chadwick*s 
father  EUice  Chadwick;  and  therefore  the  Defendant 
pleaded  the  matter  aforesaid,  to  so  much  of  the  said  bill 
as  aforesaid,  and  humbly  prayed  the  judgment  of  the 

Court 
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1841.        Court  whether  he  ought  to  make  any  further  answer  to 

^'^^^^'^^^     so  much  of  the  said  bill  as  was  before  pleaded  to," 
Chadwick 

BaoADwooD.  'rijg  pigi^  ^113  accompanied  by  an  answer  in  effect 
denying  the  possession  of  any  documents,  &c.  shewing 
the  alleged  links  of  the  pedigree,  or  the  seyeral  descents 
or  seizins,  but  there  was  no  denial  of  the  payment  of 
rents  as  alleged  in  the  bill. 

Mr.  GirdUstone  and  Mr.  Teed^  in  support  of  the 
plea. 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Bird  eontrd.  The  Defend- 
ant has  no  right,  under  the  order  to  plead  d^  mwoj  to 
plead  a  fact  which  he  admitted  by  his  former  plea,  he 
should  only  have  amended  his  plea  on  the  Statute  of 
Limitations. 

The  present  plea  is  open  to  several  objections.  First, 
it  is  a  negative  plea  to  a  bill  of  discovery ;  it  puts  in 
issue  the  very  point  to  be  determined  at  law,  and  in 
aid  of  which  this  bill  of  discovery  has  been  filed ;  so 
that  the  legal  point  would,  in  the  first  place,  have  to  be 
determined  in  equity,  without  that  very  preliminary  dis« 
covery  which  the  Plaintiff^  alleges  is  necessary  to  enable 
him  to  establbh  his  right,  (a) 

Secondly,  the  plea  is  multifarious,  raising  many  dis- 
tinct issues,  and  not  reducing  the  defence  to  a  single 
poinL  It  says,  that  Joseph  was  not  heir  of  Sir  Andrew : 
that  the  Plaintifi^  is  not  heir.  That  the  estate  did  not 
descend  to  JosepJi^  or  to  Thomas,  or  to  the  Plaintiff; 
and  that  neither  ^oseph^  nor  Thomas,  nor  the  Plaintiff 

were 

(a)  See  Wigram  on  JDitcovery,      Redetdale,  191.;  and  the  cases 
3S. ;    Beamet  on  Pleas,  276.;      there  referred  to. 
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Cbadwick 


were  seized.     You  cannot  plead  these  distinct  facts,        1841. 

heirship,  descents  and  seizins  of  several  parties,  which 

may  exist  independently  of  each  other.  v. 

Broadwood. 

Thirdly,  the  plea  is  argumentative,  for  it  states  as  a 
reason,  that  EUice  never  had  a  brother  Jamesj  and  never 
had  a  brother  James  who  left  bsue,  and  Joseph  was  not 
the  son  of  any  James  who  was  the  brother  o(  EUice. 

Fourthly,  the  plea  is  either  overruled  by  the  answer, 
or  is  not  sufficiently  supported  thereby.  The  De* 
fendant  answers  as  to  the  possession  of  receipts  for 
rents,  but  does  not  answer  as  to  whether  any  rent  was 
paid.  If,  therefore,  he  was  right  in  answering  the 
former,  he  was  wrong  in  answering  the  latter,  and  if 
the  latter  were  properly  omitted,  the  plea  is  overruled 
by  the  answer  to  the  former.  Thring  v.  Edgar  (a), 
Hardman  v.  Ellames  (6),  Sanders  v.  King  (c),  Harland  v. 
Emerson  (rf),  Gun  v.  Prior,  {e) 

Mr.  Girdlestone  in  reply.  The  Plaintiff  himself  has 
taken  advantage  of  the  liberty  to  amend,  and  has  ac- 
cordingly made  such  amendments  as  he  pleased,  it  was 
therefore  open  to  the  Defendants  to  raise  any  defence 
they  thought  advisable  to  the  amended  record. 

Whether  doubts  might  have  formerly  existed  it  is 
now  settled,  that  a  plea  may  be  filed  to  a  bill  of  dis- 
covery.    Gait  V.  Osbaldeston.  (g) 

iTAe  Master  of  the  Rolls.  Suppose  a  bill  of  dis- 
covery in  aid  of  an  action  at  law  shewed  on  the  face  of 

it 

(a)  S  Sim.  <$•  SL  274.  (g)  5  Mad.  428.,  and  1  Ruu, 

{b)  5  Sim»  6A0,  158.;   and  see    Mendizabel  v. 

(c)  6  Mad.  61.  Machado,  1  Sim.  68.;  Robertson 

(d)  8  Bligh,  65.  V.  Lubbock,  4  Sim.  161. 
(<?)  1  Cox,  197. 


Bboadwooo. 
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184>l.        it  that  the  Plaintiff  had  no  title,  is  there  any  doubt  bat 
^^\        ^^^  ^hc  Drfendant  might  demur?]      None,  and  a  plea 
V.  merely  introduces  a  fact  which  the  Plaintiff  has  either 

purposely  omitted  or  misrepresented. 

The  plea  is  not  multifkrious,  the  point  raised  is  simply 
that  of  heirship,  or,  in  other  words,  whether  Ellice  had 
a  brother  James,  and  the  consequent  destruction  of  the 
other  links  of  the  pedigree;  the  descent  and  seizin  are 
the  mere  consequences  of  that  single  fact. 

The  payments  stated  in  the  bill  are  evidence  of 
tenancy,  and  not  of  heirship,  and  it  is  not  therefore 
necessary  that  they  should  be  answered. 


March  30.  The  MASTER  of  the  Rolls.  This  is  a  bill  of  dis- 
covery, in  which  the  Plaintiff  alleges  himself  to  be  heir 
at  law  of  Sir  Andrew  Chadmck.  It  is  filed  against  the 
Defendants,  who  are  alleged  to  be  in  possession  of  cer- 
tain property,  which  formerly  belonged  to  S\x  Andrew 
Chadwickj  who  is  said  in  his  lifetime  to  have  demised 
it  for  a  term  of  sixty  years,  which  expired  about  the 
year  1825.  The  Plaintiff  claims  as  heir  at  law,  in 
which  character  he  alleges  he  is  entitled  to  recover, 
and  he  has  filed  this  bill  for  a  discovery  of  those 
matters  which  are  to  enable  him  to  establish  his  right 
at  law. 

A  plea  of  the  Statute  of  Limitations  was  put  in  to 
this  bill  as  it  was  originally  filed,  and  it  was  overruled ; 
but  at  the  time  when  it  was  overruled  leave  was  given  to 
the  defendants  to  plead  de  novOf  and  to  the  Plaintiff  to 
amend  his  bill  if  be  thought  fit. 

The  Plaintiff  took  advantage  of  that  liberty  to  amend 
his  bill,  consequently  there  was  no  longer  any  oppor- 
tunity 


Broad  WOOD. 
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tunity  of  pleading  de  novo  to  the  original  bill ;  but  the        184  L. 

amended  bill  havine:  been  filed,  I  conceive  that  to  that     Z^^' 

®  '  Chadwick 

amended  bill,  the  Derendant  had  a  right  to  make  any  t;. 

defence  he  might  be  advised  he  could  make  available. 
He  has  put  in  a  plea  and  answer ;  I  need  not  say  what 
is  unfortunately  too  well  known  in  the  experience  of 
every  one,  that,  from  the  strictness  of  the  technical 
rules  of  pleading,  this  is  a  mode  of  defence  which  can 
with  the  utmost  difficulty  be  sustained ;  but  it  is  not 
necessary  for  me  now  to  enter  into  the  reasons  which 
gave  rise  to  those  rules,  or  the  reasons  which  may  per- 
haps be  urged  for  their  alteration.  I  must  tnke  them 
as  they  are,  and  endeavour  to  decide  on  them  accord- 
ingly. 

I  have  heard  quite  enough  to  shew  me  that  every 
care  and  attention  has  been  used  to  make  a  short  de- 
fence to  this  bill ;  its  success,  however,  must  depend  on 
the  nature  of  the  allegations  contained  in  the  bill,  and 
on  the  form  and  substance  of  the  plea.  The  bill  alleges, 
that  on  the  death  of  Sir  Andreoo  Chadwick  the  lessor 
under  whom  the  Plaintiff  claims,  the  premises,  which 
are  described  therein,  descended  to  the  Plaintiff's  grand- 
father Joseph  Chadwicky  who  was  the  heir  at  law  of  Sic 
Andrew  Chadwick^  which  said  Joseph  was  the  eldest  son 
of  James,  who  was  the  eldest  brother  of  Ellice,  who  was 
the  father  of  Sir  Andrew. 

It  then  alleges  that  James  died  in  the  lifetime  of  Sir 
Andrew;  thsii  Joseph,  who  was  the  grandfather  of  the 
Plaintiff^  became  well  seised  and  entitled  to  those  pre- 
mises; that  Joseph  died  intestate;  that  the  premises 
then  descended  to  the  Plaintiff's  father,  Thomas  ;  and 
that  thereby  Thomas  became  well  seised;  and  then  it 
alleges  that  the  premises  descended  to  the  Plaintiff  from 
Tlwmas,     So  what  is  here  alleged  is,  that  there  was  an 

Vol.  hi.  O  o  heirship 
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1841.        heirship  and  descent,  and  that  there  was  a  seisin  in 
^^^^^"^^^    consequence  of  the  heirship  and  descent     Now,  apon 
V.  this  occasion,  I  do  not  think  it  at  all  necessary  to  oofcH 

ROADwooD.  gjjgj.  ^  qu^tjQn  which  has  not  been  ai*gued  as  carefbUy 
as  it  would  have  been,  had  it  been  material ;  namely, 
as  to  the  validity  of  a  plea  of  this  sort  to  a  mere  bill  of 
discovery.  I  mean  to  express  no  opinion  whatever  on 
that  subject  I  will  assume  that  a  negative  plea  may 
be  a  valid  plea  to  a  bill  of  discovery.  Now  the  plea 
which  has  been  put  in  is  certainly  very  singular  in  its 
form ;  it  is  alleged  to  be  a  mere  negative  plea  of  not 
heir,  and  to  amount  shortly  to  this :  **  You,  the  Plain- 
tiff claiming  the  property  as  heir,  are  not  heir,  and, 
therefore,  there  is  an  end  of  your  title."  That  is  al- 
leged to  be  the  sum  and  substance  of  the  plea :  but  the 
plea  is  really  to  this  effect,  that  the  Plaintiff's  grand- 
father was  not  the  heir  of  Sir  Andrew^  and  that  the 
Plaintiff  is  not  the  heir  of  Sir  Andrew,  The  plea  then 
goes  on  to  assert  that  the  premises  did  not  descend  to 
Joseph^  who  was  the  grandfather,  as  the  heir  of  Sir 
Andrew;  it  further  proceeds,  neither  did  they  descend 
to  Thomas^  as  the  heir  of  Joseph^  neither  did  they  de- 
scend to  the  Plaintiff  as  the  heir  of  Thomas.  It  further 
goes  on,  that  Joseph,  the  grandrither,  did  not  become 
seised  as  the  heir  of  Sir  Andrew^  nor  did  Jliomas  be- 
come seised  as  the  heir  of  Joseph^  nor  did  the  Plaintiff 
become  seised  either  as  the  heir  of  Thomas^  his  father, 
or  as  the  heir  of  Joseph,  his  grandfather,  or  as  the  heir 
of  Sir  Andrew,  who  was  the  lessor  under  whom  he 
claims.  Now  I  take  it  to  be  quite  clear,  that  the  fact  of 
a  party  being  heir  is  consistent  with  the  fact  of  there 
being  no  descent ;  and  that  under  certain  circumstances 
there  may  have  been  a  descent  without  a  seisin.  These 
things,  therefore,  are  several  matters ;  they  are  not  all 
the  same ;  and  consequently  this  is  not  a  single  plea  of 
not  heir,  but  it  is  a  plea  of  not  heir  with  those  several 

other 
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other  circumstances  annexed,  not  heir,  no  descent,  and  i84>1. 
no  seisin.  The  plea  ends  with  a  reason,  *<  for  that 
EOice^  who  was  father  of  Sir  Andrew,  had  no  elder  bro- 
ther named  Jamesj  or  any  brother  named  James  who  ^^^^^^^' 
had  left  issue ;  and  Joesph,  the  grandfather,  was  not  the 
son  of  any  James  who  was  the  brother  of  EUice  the 
father  of  Sir  Andrew.'* 

It  has  been  very  ingeniously  argued,  that  the  plea 
really  amounts  to  this,  that  the  Plaintiff  is  not  de- 
scended from  any  James  through  whom  the  descent 
from  Sir  Andrew  could  be  traced.  If  that  point  had 
been  brought  forward  on  the  plea,  or  if  a  single  fact 
had  been  brought  forward,  which,  by  destroying  the 
general  links  of  succession  in  the  pedigree,  had,  in  that 
way,  disproved  the  Plaintiff's  title;  or  if  the  general 
result  had  been  a  simple  statement  of  <*  no  heir,"  I 
should  have  been  inclined  to  think,  that  subject  to  any 
other  objection  raised,  the  plea  would  have  been  good, 
and  ouglit  to  have  been  allowed,  but  it  does  not  appear 
to  me  that  a  plea,  in  the  present  form,  is  a  good  plea.  It 
pleads  matters  which  appear  to  me  to  be  distinct  and 
several,  and  which,  as  would  be  seen  at  once  if  this 
were  a  bill  for  relief,  would  have  a  totally  difierent 
effect.  Suppose  this  had  been  a  bill  for  relief,  and  no 
heirship  had  been  pleaded,  the  Plaintiff  might  have 
replied  to  the  plea ;  and  if  it  had  been  proved  that  the 
Plaintiff  was  the  heir,  then  the  other  facts,  the  descent 
and  the  seisin,  would  have  been  admitted ;  this  evi- 
dently shews  that  this  is  a  plea  of  several  matters. 

It  is  further  objected  to  this  plea,  that  it  is  informal, 
and  that  it  does  not  accomplish  that,  which  is  rarely,  if 
ever,  accomplished  by  the  union  of  a  plea  and  answer, 
in  consequence  of  objections  arising  from  the  several 
rules  of  pleading.  The  rules  have  been  agreed  upoii 
Oo2  by 
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1841.  by  both  sides,  the  difficulty  is  ia  acting  on  them  b  each 

^^^|^[^^  particular  case.    They  may  be  stated  thus;  you  are  to 

V.  answer  every  thing  charged  in  the  bill,  which  if  true 


Broadwood. 


would  displace  the  plea,  and  this  you  must  do  whether 
the  bill  does  or  does  not  expressly  charge  those  matters 
to  be  evidence  of  the  Facts.  If  they  are  material  for  the 
purpose  of  displacing  the  plea  they  are  to  be  answered, 
but,  on  the  other  hand,  if  they  are  not  material  for  that 
purpose,  you  are  not  to  answer  them,  for  by  so  doing 
you  overrule  your  plea.  Now  in  this  case  it  is  said  that 
the  Defendant  has  either  done  too  much  or  too  little  ; 
there  are  certain  receipts  and  acknowledgments  for  rent, 
which  are  stated  in  the  bill  to  have  been  in  the  posses- 
sion of  the  Defendant,  and  to  be  evidence  of  the  matters 
charged  in  the  bill  or  some  of  them;  there  are  also 
statements  in  the  bill  of  the  payments  of  rent,  for  which 
these  are  the  receipts  and  the  acknowledgments.  The 
Defendant  has  answered  as  to  the  receipts  and  acknow- 
ledgments, but  he  has  not  answered  as  to  the  payment 
of  .rent.  Now  it  is  said  he  has  either  answered  too 
much  or  too  little ;  for  if  he  was  bound  to  answer  as 
to  the  receipts  and  acknowledgments,  then  he  has  done 
too  little,  because  he  has  not  answered  as  to  the  pay- 
ments. On  the  other  hand,  if  he  was  not  bound  to 
answer  as  to  the  payments,  then  he  has  done  too  much, 
because,  in  that  case,  he  ought  not  to  have  answered  as 
to  the  receipts  and  acknowledgments. 

Now  the  distinction  which  has  been  drawn  by  Mr. 
Girdleslone  on  that  point  is  to  this  effect;  he  says  this  is 
not  a  payment  which  you  may  apply  to  any  thing  stated 
in  the  bill,  but  a  payment  alleged  in  the  bill  as  evidence 
of  tenancy  and  not  of  heirship.  I  think  he  is  mistaken 
as  to  that;  and  that  it  is  stated  as  evidence  of  the 
Plaintiff's  title,  which  consists  in  his  heirship  and  no- 
thing else,  and  it  appears  to  me,  therefore,  even  on  this 

point 
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point  of  form,  if  the  Defendants  got  over  the  other  diffi-  1841. 

culties,  that  this  plea  would  have  to  be  overruled,  (a)  ^"^V^^ 

^  Chadwick 

V. 

(a)  This  rule  of  pleading  has      1841;  see  Beaoan's  OnL  Can,  Broad  wood. 
since  been  altered  by  the  36  ft      175. 
37   General  Orden  of  August 


DOWDING  V.  SMITH.  F.A.  se. 

March  9. 

nnHE  question   in  this  cause  was,   in  what  shares  Bequest^ to 

"*■    the  residuary  estate  of  the  testator  was  to  be  "hifJJlJ^iJo/Jjf 

distributed  as  between  the  residuary  leiratees.  to  be  equally 

^     ^  divided^" 

Held,  that 
The  testator  by  his  will,  dated  in  1825,  gave  a  num-  they  took  per 

ber  of  legacies,  and  among  them  specific  legacies,  and  ^^^'' "' 

400/.  a  year  to  his  wife,  and  a  legacy  of  500/.  consols  to 

the  children  of  Mrs.  Jo/in  SHockdale.      He  afterwards 

added  a  memorandum  as  follows :  *^  No  legacies  to  be 

paid  till  after  the  decease  of  my  dear  wife  Mrs.  Nancy 

StockdaUi   and  then   the  residue   of  the   property   do 

devolve  to  my  niece  Miss  Mart/  Stockdale  of  PiccadiUyy 

and  to  the  children  of  Mr.  John  Stockdale  to  be  equally 

divided:' 

There  were  five  children  of  John  Stockdale^  one  of 
whom  was  born  after  the  decease  of  the  testator,  but  in 
the  lifetime  of  his  widow. 

*  The  testator's  widow  died  in  1839,  and  the  question, 
which  arose  between  Miss  Maty  Stockdale  and  the  five 
children  of  John  Stockdale^  was,  whether  the  former 
took  a  moiety  of  the  residue,  or  one  sixth  part  thereof 
only. 

Oo  3  Mr. 
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Mr.  KoCf  for  JUofy  Sioekdale^  contended  that  she  was 
entitled  to  a  moiety  of  the  residue;  and  that,  at  all 
events,  those  children  only,  who  were  bom  in  the  life- 
time of  the  testator,  were  entitled  to  share  in  the 
residue. 


Mr.  RoupeUy  contra^  contended  that  the  five  children 
were  entided  to  share  equally  with  Mary  Siockdale^  as 
the  gift  was  to  a  class  after  the  death  of  the  widow. 

Mr.  PemberUm  and  Mr.  Wood  for  other  parties. 

ne  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  think  there  are  several  authorities  bearing  on  this 
question  which  have  not  been  cited,  my  difficulty  arises 
from  the  repetition  of  the  word  to.  The  residue  is  to 
devolve  to  A.  and  to  the  children  of  A.,  to  be  equally 
divided. 


March  9.  The  case  was  agfun  heard,  when 

Mr.  jRToe,  for  Mary  Stockdakf  argued  as  before;  and 
also  contended  that  the  words  '< equally  to  be  divided'' 
applied  to  both  parties,  and  meant  that  the  property  was 
to  be  equally  divided  between  Maty  Stockdale  and  a  class 
consisting  of  the  children  of  John  Stockdale^  so  that  Mary 
Rockdale  was  entitled  to  a  moiety. 

Mr.  BoupeUj  for  the  children  of  John  StockdaUj  ad- 
mitted that  the  words,  **  equally  to  be  divided,**  applied  to 
both  parts  of  the  sentence,  but  contended  that  there  was 
to  be  an  equal  division  between  Maty  StockdaU  and  the 
children. 


They 
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They  relied  on  the  following  authorities,  Blacklerv.  1841. 
Webb  (a),  where  the  testator  bequeathed  the  surplus  of 
his  personal  estate  equally  to  his  son  J.  and  to  his  son 
P/s  children,  to  his  daughter  T^  and  to  his  daughter 
1V.*8  children,  and  his  daughter  M.  P.  was  dead,  leav- 
ing several  children,  and  W.  was  living  and' had  children. 
It  was  held  the  legatees  took  per  stirpes.  In  Butler 
V.  Stratton  (6),  where  the  trust  was  to  sell  and  divide 
equally  between  R.  C.  &,  J.  S,,  and  the  children  of 
M.  P.,  it  was  held  they  took  per  capita  ;  and  also  on 
Bolger  V.  Mackell  (c),  and  Barnes  v.  PcUch.  {d) 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

There  is  some  obscurity  in  the  expression  used,  the 
ambiguity  depends  on  the  way  in  which  the  words,  "  to 
be  equally  divided,"  ought  to  be  applied ;  both  parties 
contend  that  they  ought  to  be  applied  to  both  parts  of  the 
sentence,  but  in  a  di£Ferent  manner.  Dne  says  that  the 
whole  is  to  be  equally  divided  into  two  parts,  and  that 
one  is  to  belong  to  Mary  Stockdale,  and  the  other  half 
to  the  children  of  John  Stockdale ;  on  the  other  hand  it 
is  contended,  that  Mary  Stockdale  and  the  children  are 
to  take  equally  between  them.  I  cannot  read  the  ex- 
pression differently  than  I  should  if  the  direction  had 
been  to  divide  it  between  Mrs.  Stockdale  and  the  chil- 
dren of  John  in  equal  shares.  There  is  some  difficulty, 
but  the  authorities  come  in  aid,  and  shew  that  the 
proper  construction  is  that  contended  for  by  Mr.  Roii'- 
peUj  and  that  the  division  ought  to  be  per  capita,  (e) 

(a)  3  P.  Wii/iams,  3S3,  more,   10  Sim,  686.;   Cocke  v. 

(b)  5  B.  a  C.  366.  Bowen,  4  F.  4*  C\  S44.;    and 

(c)  5  Vei,  509.  also  Ackerman  v.  Burrows,  5  V, 
id)  8  Fes.  604.  4*  B.  64.,  as  to  the  force  of  the 
(e)  And  see  Lenden  v.  Black'  word  *'  divide." 
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1S41. 
Feb.  13. 

A,  Iteing  en- 
,  titled  to  a 
legacy  of 
5000/.,  the 
executor  and 
residuary 
legatee  mis- 
represented 
the  amount  to 
be  4000/.,  and 
for  this  sum 
the  residuary 
i^atee  f^ve 
his  bond  to 
A.    The  exe- 
cutor, haTing 
paid  all  the 
debts  and 
other  legacies, 
handed  over 
all  that  re- 
mained to  the 
residuary  le- 
gatee, and 
>ivhich  was 
more  than 
sufficient  to 
satisfy  AS  de- 
mand.    Held, 
that  a  bill 
might  be  sus- 
tained by  A, 
against  the 
residuary  le- 
gatee and  the 
representa- 
tives of  the 
executor  for 
recovering  the 
extra  looo/. 
and  interest, 
without  mak- 
ing the  repre- 
sentatives of 
the  testator  a 
party. 


BEASLEY  V.  KENYON. 

nnHIS  bill  was  filed  by  Mr.  and  Mrs.  BeasUy^  and  it 
-'-  represented  that,  under  the  will  of  her  father,  who 
died  in  1806,  Mrs.  BeasUy  was  entitled  to  two  legacies, 
amounting  together  to  the  sum  of  5000/.  That  she 
was  an  infant  at  the  time  of  his  death,  and  that,  on 
her  marriage,  the  Defendant  //.  E.  Boates  who  was 
entitled  to  the  testator's  residuary  estate,  and  Mr.  fVil^ 
Hams  the  sole  executor,  improperly  represented  to 
the  Plaintiff  that  her  portion  was  4000/.,  which  was  in 
the  possession  of  her  brother,  the  Defendant  H*  £• 
Boates;  who,  not  being  able  conveniently  to  pay  it,  gave 
to  the  Plaintiff,  Mrs.  Beasleyy  a  bond  for  securing  the 
4000/.,  which  was  made  the  subject  of  a  settlement. 

It  stated,  that  the  executor  possessed  himself  of  the 
assets  of  the  testator  and  paid  all  the  debts  and  other 
legacies ;  and  that  there  remained  a  considerable  surplus, 
more  than  sufficient  to  pay  the  Plaintiff's  legacies,  ^  but 
which  surplus,  Mr.  Williams  the  executor,  afterwards 
and  a  short  time  prior  to  the  marriage  of  Mr.  and  Mrs. 
Beasley  (1827),  handed  over  to,  or  permitted  the  De- 
fendant //.  E.  Boates  to  possess  himself  of,  without  first 
setting  apart  a  sufficient  sum  to  answer  the  legacies  so 
l)equeathed  to  the  Plaintiff." 

That  several  years  after,  the  Plaintifis,  who  had  been 
previously  in  ignorance  of  their  rights,  discovered  the 
m  isrepresen  tat  ion . 

The  bill  was  filed  against  //«  E.  Boates,  and  the  re* 
presentative  of  Mr.  Williams  (who  was  not  however  the 

representative 
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representative  of  the  testator),  and  the  trustee  of  the  1841. 
settlement ;  and  it  prayed  a  declaration  that  the  Plaintiffi 
J.  B.  Beadey^  in  right  of  Plaintiff's  wife,  was  entitled,  as 
against  the  estate  of  Mr.  Williams  and  Hemy  EUis 
Boatesj  to  be  paid  the  further  sum  of  1,000/.  and  in- 
terest thereon  at  the  rate  of  5/.  per  cent. 

To  this  bill  one  of  the  Defendants  demurred,  partly 
on  the  ground  that  the  representatives  of  the  original 
testator  had  not  been  made  parties  to  the  suit. 

Mr.  Pemberian  and  Mr.  J.  Eussell^  for  the  demurrer, 
contended  that  this  being  a  suit  for  a  legacy,  could  not 
be  sustained  in  the  absence  of  the  legal  personal  re- 
presentative of  the  testator. 

Mr.  KinderiUy  and  Mr.  Lewis,  contra.  This  is  not  a 
bill  for  a  legacy,  but  it  proceeds  on  the  assumption 
that  the  whole  estate  of  the  testator  has  been  adminis- 
tered ;  that  this  legacy  has  been  retained  and  misap- 
plied, and  that,  therefore,  the  Defendants  are  chargeable 
personally.  It  states,  that  Mr.  WiUiams  the  executor 
alone  proved  the  will,  that  he  received  the  assets,  and 
paid  all  the  debts,  and  all  the  other  legacies  except  this ; 
that  he  had  a  surplus  in  his  hands  more  than  sufficient 
to  pay  the  legacy,  which  the  bill  alleges  the  executor, 
under  some  secret  arrangement  between  him  and  the 
Defendant  Boates,  the  residuary  legatee,  paid  over  to 
the  latter.  This  bill  asks  relief  in  respect  of  a  breach 
of  trust  for  which  the  Defendants  are  personally  re- 
sponsible. 

Mr.  Russell,  in  reply. 

The  Master  of  i/te  Rolls.  The  Plaintiff  alleges 
that  Mrs.  Beasley  his  wife,  was  entitled  under  the  will 

and 
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1841.       and  codicO  of  her  father  to  two  legacies,  amoaDiing  to 
5,000/.,  that  ample  assets  were  possessed  by  the  execu- 
tor who  proved  the  will,  and  that  he,  having  paid  all 
other  demands  on  the  estate,  banded  over  the  residue, 
without  having  paid  the  l^cies  due  to  the  Plaintiff 
Several  years  after,  the  Plaintiff  being  about  to  marry, 
the  executor  and  residuary  legatee  represented  to  her  that 
her  fortune  was  4,000/.,  for  which  sum  a  bond   was 
given  by  the  residuary  legatee.   This  sum,  represented  to 
be  her  fortune^  was  made  the  subject  of  a  setdement.   The 
marriage  took  place ;  and  it  is  alleged,  that  the  Plaintiffs 
afterwards  discovered  the  fraud  which  had  been  prac- 
tised on  them,  for  having  a  fortune  of  5,000il,  a  security 
for  4,000/i  only  was  given  them.     The  bill  is  filed,  not 
seeking  payment  out  of  the  assets  of  the  testator  who  be- 
queathed the  legacy,  the  whole  of  which  has  been  paid 
to  the  Defendant,  with  the  improper  concurrence  of  Mr. 
WiUiamSj  but  claiming  the  1,000/.  out  of  the  estate  of 
Mr.  fVilliams  the  executor,  and  personally  from  i/.  R 
Bootes.  It  is  true,  that  upon  an  examination  of  the  facts, 
it  may  turn  out  that  the  Plaintiffs  are  not  entided  to  the 
relief  they  ask  against  the  estate  of  Mr.  WUUams  and 
against  the  Defendant  Bootes  personally.    If  that  should 
be  the  case,  the  suit  will  fail  altogether,  because  the 
Plaintifis  do  not  by  their  bill  ask  any  other  relief.     I 
must  overrule  the  objection  for  want  of  parties.   Let  the 
costs  be  costs  in  the  cause. 
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WILLIAMS  V.  WILLIAM&  ManA  9. 

A  QUESTION  arose  as  to  the  right  of  the  parties 
"^*'  under  a  Scotch  settlement  The  Court  referred  it 
tQ  the  Master  to  enquire  as  to  its  construction  accord- 
ing to  the  law  of  Scotland.  The  Master  made  his 
report  founded  on  the  opinion  of  Scotch  Advocates,  and 
the  cause  coming  on,  the  Court  acted  thereon,  and  or- 
dered accordingly. 


Mr.  Lofim  Wigram^  in  support  of  the  petition. 


STANHOPE  i;.  STANHOPE.  J84o. 

iVcw.  17. 
1841. 

nnHIS  was  a  petition  presented  by  an  infant  tenant      March  9. 

for  life  for  a  reference  under  the  draining  act  (S  &  Under  the 
*  Vict.  c.  55.).  JSnr'' 

tenant  for  life 
Mr.  Kinderdeyf  in  support  of  the  petition.  "■ »« infant, 

must  be  pre- 
Mr.  L.  Wigram^  for  the  other  parties.  wnted  in  the 

name  of  his 
guardian. 
The  Master  of  the  Rolls  was  of  opinion,  that  under      Form  of  re- 

this  act  the  petition  ought  to  be  presented  in  the  name  [hu"rt(3  ft' 

of  the  infant's  guardian,  and  gave  leave  to  amend  the  4  Vict,  c.  55.\ 

<,.     ,  and  of  the 
same  accordingly.  subsequent 
proceedings 

"— "■— — "■'"■"■■"■^^■— ^  thereon. 

Amount  of 

This  being  the  first  application  under  the  act,  the  the  expenses 

terms  of  the  order  of  reference  became  the  subject  of  ^^^1^^^  ^g 

consideration,  paid  out  of  a 
fund  to  which 
the  infant  tenant  for  life  was  absolutely  entitled,  in  lieu  of  chai^ng  the  lands. 
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1841.       consideration.    His  Lordship  penned  the  following  fonn 
o^^^*"'^    of  order,  which  was  afterwards  delivered  out  to  the  re- 

St AN HOPE  ' 

V.  gistrar : 

Stanhope. 

Refer  it  to  the  Master  <<  to  inquire  and  state  to  the 
Court,  whether  the  Plaintiff  is  tenant  for  life  of  the  lands 
in  the  petition  mentioned  to  be  called  ReoesUy  Park^  ac- 
cording to  the  true  intent  and  meaning  of  the  act  of  the 
third  and  fourth  years  of  the  reign  of  her  present  Ma- 
jesty, intituled  *  An  act  to  enable  the  owners  of  setded 
estates  to  defray  the  expenses  of  draining  the  same  by 
way  of  mortgage;'  and  if  the  said  Master  shall  find  that 
the  Plaintiff  is  such  tenant  for  life,  then  he  is  to  inquire 
and  state  to  the  Court,  whether  it  would  be  for  the 
benefit  of  the  said  lands,  and  proper  and  beneficial  to 
all  persons  interested  therein,  to  make,  under  the  provi- 
sions of  the  said  act,  any  and  what  permanent  improve- 
ment in  the  said  lands,  by  draining  the  same  with  tiles, 
stones,  or  other  durable  materials  in  a  permanent  man- 
ner :  and  after  the  Master  shall  have  made  his  report 
such  further  order  shall  be  made  as  shall  be  just.'* 


The  Master  reported,  that  the  infant  was  now  tenant 
foF  life  of  the  lands  proposed  to  be  drained,  according 
to  the  true  intent  and  meaning  of  the  act ;  and  that  it 
would  be  for  the  benefit  of  the  said  lands,  and  proper 
and  beneficial  to  all  persons  interested  therein,  that  250 
acres  should  be  permanently  improved,  under  the  pro- 
visions of  the  said  act,  by  draining  the  same  with  proper 
draining  tiles  in  a  permanent  manner,  at  an  expense  not 
exceeding  Si.  per  acre,  or  the  sum  of  1250/.  in  the 
whole. 

The  matter  coming  before  the  Court  on  a  petition  to 
confirm  the  report,  it  appeared  that  there  were  large 

accumulations 


Stanbope. 
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accumulations  of  the  rents  to  which  the  infant  was  abso-        1841. 
lutely  entitled,  and  it  was  suggested  that  it  would  not     ^r^"^"^^ 
be  advisable  to  execute  a  mortgage  or  charge  on  the  v. 

estate  for  the  payment  of  the  1250/.,  but  would  be  more 
to  the  interest  of  the  petitioner,  that  the  amount  should 
be  paid  by  the  receiver  out  of  the  rents,  placing  the 
tenant  for  life  in  the  situation  of  incumbrancer,  so  that 
his  personal  representatives,  in  case  of  his  death,  might 
have  the  benefit  of  the  petition. 

The  Court  confirmed  the  report,  and  gave  liberty  to 
the  guardian  to  execute  the  improvements  approved  of 
by  the  Master;  and  it  appearing  to  the  Court  to  be 
beneficial  to  the  infant  Plaintiff,  that  the  amount  of  such 
expense  should  in  the  first  instance  be  advanced  and 
paid  by  the  receiver  appointed  in  this  cause,  out  of  the 
rents  and  profits  of  the  estates,  the  same  was  ordered. 
The  order  then  proceeded  as  follows :  **  and  when  and 
in  case  it  shall  be  alleged  that  any  such  improvement 
as  aforesaid  has  been  executed,  it  is  ordered  that  the 
Master,  on  the  application  of  the  petitioner,  or  the  Plain- 
tiff, if  he  shall  then  have  attained  the  age  of  twenty-one 
years,  do  inquire  and  state  to  the  Court,  whether  such 
improvement  has  been  executed,  and  whether  the  annual 
value  of  the  lands  so  drained  has  been  increased  by  such 
draining,  to  an  amount  equal  to  ?/•  per  cent,  at  the  least 
on  the  sum  so  expended;  and  if  the  Master  shall  so  find, 
he  is  to  determine  and  recommend  by  what  number  of 
yearly  instalments  the  sum  so  expended  ought  to  be 
paid  off,  when  and  in  case  the  same  should  be  charged 
on  the  said  lands ;  and  after  the  Master  shall  have  made 
his  report,  such  further  order  shall  be  made  as  shall  be 
iust." 
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JW.  19,  so.  27. 
March  1. 

ApenoR 
knowingly  in- 
ducing trus- 
tees to  lend 
trust  money 
to  his  debtor 
on  R  se- 
curity not 
warranted  by 
the  trusts,  in 
order  that 
when  ad- 
vanced such 
person  may 
obtain  there- 
out payment 
of  his  debt,  is 


FYLER  tk  FYLER. 

^r^HIS  bill  prayed  for  the  restitution  of  certain  trust 
^  funds,  which,  it  was  alleged,  had  been  lost  by  a 
breach  of  trust,  and  it  also  prayed  a  deckration  of  the 
liability  of  the  several  Defendants  to  make  good  the 
same. 


The  trust  had  its  origin  in  the  year  1814,  when  the 
Defendant  James  C*  Rfler^  being  disposed  to  make  a  pro- 
vision for  his  father,  his  mother-in-law,  and  their  chil- 
dren, by  deed  made  between  himself  of  the  one  part, 
and  Thomas  B.  FyUr  and  W.  R.  Glazier  of  the  other 
accountable  to  part,  assigned  to  the  latter  a  sum  of  10,000Z.  navy 

tnuti.  ^  pci*  <^i^^  annuities,  (in  the  deed  incorrectly  stated 

Solicitor  Iq 

knowingly 

procuring  trustees  to  commit  a  breach  of  tnitt  for  his  benefit,  must  be  considered 
as  a  partaker  in  the  breach  of  trust. 

Trustees  investing  trust  money  on  an  unauthorized  security,  are  responsible  for 
any  future  loss  traceable  to  that  first  error. 

A  trustee,  who  was  not  authorized  to  lend  the  trust  money  on  leasehold  security, 
applied  to  his  solicitors  to  procure  an  investment  for  some  trust  money,  so  as  to 
produce  a  larger  income.  The  solicitors  had  a  client  who  was  considerably  in- 
debted to  them,  and  who  wanted  to  borrow  money  on  leasehold  security,  and  they 
proposed  it  to  the  trustee.  The  trustee  personally  took  measures  to  ascertain  the 
value  and  validity  of  the  security,  and  thereupon  advanced  the  money,  which  was 
paid  to  the  solicitors  and  carried  to  the  credit  of  their  debtor's  account  The  soli- 
citors acted  on  behalf  of  the  borrower,  and,  to  some  extent,  for  the  trustee^  bat 
another  solicitor  also  acted  for  him  and  for  one  of  the  e€stm  que  trmtM  in  the  matter. 
The  solicitors  had  notice  that  the  fund  was  trust  .money  in  which  infants  were  jn- 
terested,  but  had  no  knowledge  of  the  trusts  or  of  the  limited  powers  of  the  trustees. 
The  security  turned  out  ample,  but  part  of  the  trust  funds  were  afterwards  lost  by 
being  transferred  to  a  similar  secunty  of  the  same  party.  The  lending  on  lease- 
holds being  a  breach  of  trust.  Held,  that  the  solicitors  were  not  liable  to  the  cetim 
qve  tnuti  for  the  loss. 

In  the  answer  to  a  bill  for  relief  in  respect  of  a  breach  of  trust,  it  was  alleged 
that  some  of  the  cetttti  que  trust  had  assented  thereto.  Held,  that  the  parties 
sought  to  be  charged  were  entitled  to  an  enquiry. 

Solicitors  against  whom  charges  of  fraud  had  been  made  which  were  unsub* 
stantiated,  and  against  whom  the  bill  was  dismissed,  held  not  entitled  to  their  costs, 
on  the  ground,  that  by  the  position  in  which  thev  had  placed  themselves,  they  had 
exposed  themselves  to  an  investigation  which  had  not  unreasonably  been  instituted. 
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to  have  been  that  day  transferred  into  their  names),  1841. 
in  trust  to  pay  the  dividends  to  his  father,  Samuel  Rfler^ 
for  his  life,  and  after  his  death  to  pay  the  dividends  to 
his  mother-in-law  Mrs.  Margaret  R/ler  for  life,  for  the 
maintenance,  &c.  of  herself  and  children  ;  and  after  her 
death  to  pay  the  principal  to  all  her  children  by  Samuel 
Rfler  as  should  be  living  at  her  decease.  The  deed 
contained  no  power  to  change  the  securities,  or  to  ap- 
point new  trustees  on  the  resignation  of  any  trustee. 

It  appeared  that  the  money  was  not,  in  fact,  trans- 
ferred into  the  names  of  the  trustees  at  the  date  of  the 
deed,  but  that  at  various  times  in  the  years  1819  and 
1820,  James  C.  Filler  transferred  into  the  names  of  the 
two  trustees  several  sums  which  ultimately  consisted  of 
9,458/.  45.  6d.  four  per  cent,  annuities. 

Samuel  FifUr  AieA  in  1825. 

After  his  death  Mrs.  Margaret  FyUr  and  her  son 
Thomas  B.  Tyler  acting,  as  was  alleged,  on  her  behalf, 
were  desirous  that  some  better  income  should  be  made 
from  the  trust  fund,  by  means  of  a  change  in  the  invest- 
ment; and  Thomas  B.  Fyler^  the  active  trustee,  applied 
by  letter  to  Messrs.  Bluntj  Boy  and  Blunt,  his  solicitors, 
to  obtain  an  investment  of  part  of  the  trust  fund  so  as 
to  produce  5/.  per  cent.  Messrs.  Blunt,  Roy  and  Blunt 
happened  to  have  a  client  of  the  name  of  Baxter, 
who  was  largely  engaged  in  building  speculations ;  they 
had  extensive  transactions  with  him  in  the  way  of 
their  business,  and  he  was  at  the  time  indebted  to 
them  in  a  sum  of  about  SOOO/.  Baxter  was  desirous  of 
raising  6,000/1  by  way  of  mortgage,  at  5U  per  cent,  on  a 
leasehold  house  in  Park  Lane,  and  Messrs.  Blunt,  Boy 
and  Blunt  proposed  this  security  to  Mr.  Thomas  B. 
Fyler ;  a  correspondence  took  place  between  them,  and 

full 
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1841.  full  explanations  were  given  as  to  the  nature  of  the 
security  proposed.  Mr.  Thomas  B.  Fyler  himself  en- 
gaged a  surveyor  to  value  the  property.  In  his  cor- 
respondence he  stated,  he  **  was  acting  for  roiDors  on 
his  own  responsibility/'  and  he  ultimately  agreed  to 
advance  the  money  on  the  security  proposed.  GlaxUr^ 
however,  refused  to  concur,  and  retransferred  the  trust 
fund  into  the  name  o{  James  C.  Fyler  the  settlor. 

6000/.,  part  of  the  trust  money,  was  afterwards  sold 
out  of  the  Bank,  and  lent  to  Baxter  on  a  mortgage  of 
the  leasehold  premises  in  Park  Lane^  which  was  exe- 
cuted to  Thomas  B,  Fyler  and  Dr.  Reed  a  new  trustee ; 
the  whole  6000/.  was  paid  over  to  Messrs.  Blunt^  Bmf 
and  Bliaity  on  behalf  of  Baxtei\  and  was  placed  by 
them  to  the  credit  of  his  account.  Messrs.  Blunty  Roy 
and  Bbmt  at  the  same  time  entered  into  a  guarantee 
for  payment  of  the  ground  rent  of  the  house,  and  the 
interest  on  the  mortgage  **  until  the  premises  were 
underlet  or  sold." 

Messrs.  Bhmt^  Roy  and  Blunt,  though  aware  that 
the  money  advanced  was  trust  money,  in  which  infants 
were  interested,  seemed  to  have  had  no  knowledge  of 
the  extent  of  the  power  of  the  trustees  over  it. 

In  the  transaction,  Mr.  Dimond  a  solicitor,  was  in 
some  manner  employed  for  the  trustees,  and  for  the  cestui 
que  trusts  or  some  of  them  ;  the  mortgage  deed,  though 
prepared  by  Messrs.  Blunt,  Rxy  and  Blunt,  was  sent  to 
him  for  his  perusal,  and  was  afterwards  settled  by  an 
eminent  conveyancer  on  behalf  of  the  parties  for  whom 
Mr.  Dimond  acted.  After  this  transaction  had  been 
completed,  the  mortgage  deed  was  retained  in  the 
custody  of  Messrs.  Blunt,  Roy  and  Bbmt  on  behalf  of 
the  trustees. 

In 
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In  February  1827,  the  house  was  sold  for  nearly  1841r 
10,000/.;  the  purchase  money  was  consequently  ample 
to  provide  for  the  mortgage ;  but  it  having  been  stipu- 
lated, that  in  case  of  a  sale  of  that  property,  Baxter 
should  retain  the  6000/.  on  giving  security  on  other 
leasehold  property,  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  mortagees 
and  their  solicitors,  the  mortgage  money  was  not  paid 
off,  but  was  retained  by  Baxter  on  another  substituted 
security  of  leasehold  property  in  Upper  Grosoenor  Street 
and  Regent  Street.  The  Regent  Street  house  was  after- 
wards sold,  and  a  leasehold  house  in  the  Quadrant  sub- 
stituted, and  on  the  sale  of  the  latter,  a  sum  of  1500/1 
was  received  by  tlie  trustees. 

In  all  these  transactions,  Messrs.  Bbmt^  Roy  and  Bbmt 
were  concerned,  but  Thomas  B.  Fyler  was  active  in  see- 
ing to  the  value  of  the  properties.  Baxter  ultimately  be- 
came bankrupt  and  died  insolvent,  and  the  mortgaged 
premises  in  l^per  Grosoenor  Street  having  proved  defi- 
cient, a  considerable  part  of  the  trust  fund  was  lost 

This  bill  was  filed  by  the  children  of  Samuel  Fyler  by 
Margaret  his  wife,  against  the  trustees,  Mr.  Munro^ 
who  had  been  newly  appointed  trustee,  James  C.  I^ler^ 
and  Messrs.  Blunt^  Roy  and  Blunt,  and  it  sought  to  make 
them  responsible  for  the  loss  sustained. 

The  case  as  against  the  trustees,  was  for  a  breach  of 
trust  in  improperly  investing  the  funds  contrary  to  the 
trusts  of  the  deed ;  but  as  against  Messrs.  Blunt^  Roy 
and  Blunt  the  following  charges  were  made  by  the  bill, 
though  not  proved  :  —  "  That  in  the  year  1825  Baxter 
was  in  great  pecuniary  difficulties,  and  that  Messrs. 
Blunt,  Roy  and  Blunt,  who  were  not  only  his  solicitors 
but  in  some  manner  connected  with  him  in  his  building 

Vol*  III.  Pp  speculations, 
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ISdl.  speculations,  or  involved  by  his  embarrassments,  and 
had  an  interest  in  getting  money  for  him  to  relieve  him 
from  his  embarrassments,  applied  to  Thomas  B.  Fyierj 
and  proposed  to  him  to  lend  Baxter  a  sum  of  6000/L  out 
of  the  trust  funds,  upon  the  security  hereinafter  men- 
tioned ;  and  they  recommended  such  security  to  Thomas 
B.  Fyler  as  being  a  sufficient  security.'* 

^*  That  Messrs.  BluiU^  Roy  and  Bbmt  acted  upon 
the  occasion  aforesaid,  not  only  as  the  solicitors  of 
Samiiel  Baxter^  but  also  as  the  solicitors  of  Thomas  A 
F^ler^  as  such  trustee  as  aforesaid ;  and  they  approved 
of  and  accepted  the  proposed  security  on  his  behalf; 
and  at  their  instance  and  under  their  advice,  the  sum  of 
60002.  was  afterwards  lent  and  advanced  to  Baxter  as 
hereinafter  mentioned,  and  a  great  part  if  not  the  whole 
of  such  sum  was  retained  by  them  for  their  own  use.** 

<<  That  in  1825,  and  when  Messrs.  Blunt^  Roy  and 
Blunt  procured  the  said  Thomas  B.  Fyler  to  lend  the 
sum  of  6000/.,  part  of  the  trust  funds  to  Baxter  as 
aforesaid,  he,  Baxter^  was  in  great  pecuniary  difficulties, 
and  was  largely  indebted  to  them,  the  said  Messrs. 
Blunty  Roy  and  Blunt ;  and  Messrs.  Blwit,  Boy  and 
Blunt  were,  to  some  extent,  concerned  or  interested 
with  him  in  his  building  speculations,  and  were  under 
pecuniary  liabilities  and  engagements  for  him  to  a 
large  amount;  and  that  when  they  applied  for  and 
procured  such  loan  to  be  made  to  him  as  aforesaid, 
they  had  a  direct  personal  interest  in  procuring  the 
same,  and  the  whole  of  the  said  sum  of  6000/.  was  paid 
into  their  hands,  in  order  that  the  same  might  be  ap- 
plied by  them,  partly  in  liquidation  of  the  said  Samuel 
Baxier^s  debt  to  them,  and  partly  in  or  towards  pay- 
ment of  debts,  for  which  they  or  some  of  them  were. 

personally 
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personally  liable,  and  had  come  under  engagements  to        1841. 
pay." 

*^Tbat|  under  the  circumstances,  the  aforetoid  loan  of 
the  said  sum  of  6000/.,  and  the  subsequent  dealings 
with  the  said  several  securities  were  not  only  breaches 
of  trust,  in  which  Messrs.  Blunty  Roy  and  Blunt  were 
parties,  but  were  direct  frauds  by  them  against  the 
Plaintiffs  and  the  trust  estate ;  and  that  Messrs.  Blunt j 
Boy  and  Blunt  are  therefore  liable  in  equity  to  re- 
place the  said  trust  funds." 

The  bill  prayed,  as  against  Messrs.  Blunt,  Roy  and 
Blunt,  <<  that  they  might  be  declared  liable,  to  the  ex- 
tent of  the  trust  monies  which  came  to  their  hands  re- 
spectively, to  make  good  the  same,  and  that  they  might 
be  decreed  to  do  so  accordingly." 

The  Plaintiffs  failed  in  substantiating  by  evidence 
these  grave  charges  of  fraud,  as  will  be  found  noticed  in 
the  judgment  of  the  Court 

Mr.  Kindersley  and  Mr.  Teed,  for  the  Plaintiffs,  made 
no  claim  against  James  C  Fyler  further  than  was  ne- 
cessary to  charge  the  other  parties.  They  directed 
their  argument  principally  against  Messrs.  Blunt,  Roy 
and  Blunt,  and  contended,  that  the  lending  the  money 
on  leasehold  security  was  unauthorised  by  the  deed,  and 
constituted  a  plain  breach  of  trust  against  all  parties 
concerned ;  that  those  who  participated  in  the  first 
fault,  were  liable  for  all  that  subsequently  happened, 
unless  they  could  shew  that  the  fund  bad  been  brought 
back  into  a  proper  state  of  investment. 

That  Messrs.  Bhint,  Roy  and  Blunt,  admitting  that 

they  knew  that  the  money  was  trust  money,  had  con- 

Pp  ^  structive. 
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structive,  if  not  actual  notice  of  the  trusts  of  the  settle- 
ment, and  must  therefore  be  taken  to  have  known  that 
a  breach  of  trust  was  being  committed.  They  received 
the  trust  property  with  knowledge,  and  became  ac» 
countable  as  trustees. 

ITAe  Master  of  the  Rolls.  Your  argument  would 
lead  to  this,  that  if  trust  property  were  committed  to  a 
carrier  or  a  messenger,  he  would  become  liable  as  a  trus- 
tee if  he  knew  that  it  was  subject  to  a  trust]  This  case 
goes  far  beyond ;  for  here  Messrs.  Blunt,  Roy  and  Bbmt, 
with  knowledge,  assist  in  a  breach  of  trust,  and  receive 
the  money  in  discharge  of  their  own  debt.  The  case  is 
precisely  similar  to  that  of  Wilson  v.  Moore  {a)  and  Harvey 
V.  Haroey,  before  Sir  John  Leach  and  Lord  Cottenham^ 
on  appeal.  They  are  not  merely  agents,  but  have,  for 
their  own  interest,  mixed  themselves  up  in  the  breach  of 
trust,  and  have  therefore  become  principals. 

That  they  were  the  solicitors  of  the  trustees  is  plain 
from  their  acts,  they  prepared  the  mortgage  deed,  which 
was  part  of  the  duty  of  a  mortgagee's  solicitor. 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Evans,  for  the  widow. 

Mr.  Tinney  and  Mr.  Koe,  for  the  representatives  of 
Tliomas  B.  Fi/le?\ 

Mr.  Betheli  and  Mr.  Heath,  for  Mr.  Munro,  a  new 
trustee. 

Mr.  Girdlestone  and  Mr.  Hall,  for  James  C.  Fyler. 

Mr.  Ijyftus  Wigram,  for  La*wrence  Tyler,  one  of  the 
children. 

Mr. 

(a)  1  MifL^K.  126. 
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Mr.  Turner  and  Mr.  Campbell^  for   Messrs.  Blunty       1841. 
Boy  and  Blunt. 

The  Plaintiff  has  wholly  failed  in  making  oat  as 
against  Messrs.  Blunty  Soy  and  Blunt,  the  case  alleged 
against  them  by  the  bill.  The  proposal  appears  plainly 
from  the  correspondence  to  have  originated  from  the 
Idlers,  and  not  from  Messrs.  Blunt,  Boy  and  Blunt. 
Throughout  the  proceedings  Mr.  Thomccs  B,  Fyler  ap- 
pears to  have  been  most  active,  and  to  have  shewn  the 
greatest  care  and  caution  in  seeing  to  the  validity  and 
value  of  the  security. 

The  case  against  the  solicitors  proceeds  on  the  two 
grounds,  of  a  breach  of  trust  and  a  fraud  having  been 
committed  by  them  ;  but  unless  fraud  can  be  made  out, 
there  is  no  principle  on  which  to  charge  them  as  trustees. 
There  is  no  foundation  whatever  for  the  charge  of 
fraud,  6000/.  were  invested  in  property  worth  10,000/.; 
the  money  was  perfectly  secure,  and  although  the  trus^ 
tee,  who  acted  with  full  knowledge,  and,  as  he  says, 
"  on  his  own  responsibility,"  committed  a  breach  of 
trusty  still  there  was  no  fraud,  full  value  was  given,  and 
the  6000/.  when  received  became  the  property  of  Baxter. 
The  case  has  no  resemblance  to  that  of  Wilson  v.  Moore, 
in  which  agents,  having  notice,  applied  trust  fund  in 
payment  of  a  private  debt  due  to  them  from  their  prin- 
cipal, who  was  embarrassed  in  his  circumstances;  that 
was  a  case  of  fraud,  and  what  the  Court  held  was  this 
that  the  Defendants  could  not  retain, a  fund  which  they 
knew  to  belong  to  A.  in  payment  of  a  debt  due  to  them 
from  Bn  There,  no  consideration  at  all  was  paid,  but 
here  full  consideration  was  given  for  the  trust  money, 
and  though  technically  a  breach  of  trust  as  against  the 
trustees,  still  there  is  no  semblance  of  fraud. 

If  then,  there  was  no  fraud,  Messrs.  Blunt,  Roy  and 

Blunt,  at  the  utmost,  were  mere  agents,  and  as  such 

Pp  3  accountable 
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Ii841.        accountable  to  their  principal  only,  and  not  to  the  cestui 
^'^y'^     y^  irt*sis  ;  Adams  v.  Fisher  (a),  Myler  v.  Fitzpatrick.  {b) 
V.  They  had  no  notice  of  the  trustees'  powers  or  duties, 

i^YLBR.  ^^^  jf  ^j^gy  jjj^j^  ^jjgy  could  not,  by  mere  notice,  be  con- 
verted into  implied  trustees.  Nickolson  v.  Knondes.  (c). 
In  Keane  v.  Bobarts  (cf).  Sir  J.  Leach  speaking  of  the 
agents  of  trustees  says,  *<  If  they  had  reason  to  believe 
that  Thomas  and  Fennell  (the  trustees)  were  so  misap- 
plying the  assets,  it  would  be  difficult  to  find  a  ground 
which  would  make  them  responsible,  for  paying  to  their 
principals  the  monies  which  had  been  placed  in  their 
hands  for  the  purpose  of  being  remitted  to  them :  that 
would  be  to  make  every  trustee  accountable  for  his  con- 
duct in  the  trust,  to  every  agent  whom  he  happened 
to  employ,  and  would  carry  the  principle  of  constructive 
trust  to  an  inconvenient,  and  indeed  to  an  impracticable 
length.*' 

In  Davis  v.  Spurling  (e),  '*  An  executor,  who  was  em- 
ployed by  his  co-executor  as  his  agent  to  sell  an  estate, 
which,  under  the  will  of  the  testator,  the  co-executor 
alone  had  power  to  sell,  and  who  handed  over  the  price 
of  the  estate  to  his  co-executor,  was  held  not  account- 
able for  the  misapplication  of  that  price  by  the  co-ex- 
ecutor, because  he  had  no  legal  right  to  retain,  although, 
by  the  will  of  the  testator,  the  price  of  the  estate  when 
sold  was  to  be  considered  as  part  of  his  personal  estate." 
Sir  J.  Leach  there  said,  "  Colchester  (the  party  selling), 
had  no  legal  right  to  retain  the  price  of  Whimper  Bradei/s 
moiety  of  the  estate;  for  it  was  in  his  hands,  not  as 
executor,  but  simply  as  agent  oijohn  Bradej/^  who  alone 
had  the  power  to  sell  that  moiety,  and  to  receive  the 
price  of  it.*' 

Messrs. 

(a)  2  Keen,  754.;  3  Myl.  <J-  (c)  5  Mad,  A"!. 

Cr.  526.  549.  (d)  4  Mad.  356. 

{b)  6  Mad.  360.  (e)  1  Riiss.^^  Mffi.  64. 
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Messrs.  BlwU^  Boy  and  Blunt  could  not  have  filed  a        1841. 
bill  of  interpleader,  Crawskay  v.  Tkwmton  (a),  or  resist 
payment  to  Baxter. 

There  is  no  case  in  whidi  a  solicitor  has  been  held 
liable,  because  with  his  knowledge  his  client  has  com^^ 
mitted  a  breach  of  trust ;  were  it  otherwise,  it  would 
become  the  duty  of  a  solicitor  to  denounce  his  client 
whenever  he  determined  to  act  contrary  to  the  trusts. 
If  it  were  held,  that  a  person  dealing  with  a  trustee  has 
notice  of  every  thing  relating  to  the  trust,  and  is  bound 
to  see  that  no  breach  is  committed  therein,  even  bankers, 
agents,  solicitors,  clerks,  or  messengers  when  they  have  , 
dealings  with  trustees  would  have  the  duty  imposed  on 
them,  to  see,  in  every  case,  to  the  due  execution  of  a  trust. 

There  was  no  loss  on  the  first  transaction,  and  what- 
ever loss  may,  have  subsequently  happened,  arose  from 
the  trustees  postponing  the  sale  of  the  property,  and 
from  exchanging  the  securities  at  a  time  when  it  is  not 
alleged  that  any  thing  was  due  frdm  Baxter  to  Messrs. 
Blunty  Bjoy  and  Blunt* 

Any  claim  of  the  Plaintifis  is  barred  by  the  Statute  of 
Limitations,  which  though  not  a  bar  to  a  direct  trust  is 
a  bar  to  a  constructive  trust ;  Beckford  v.  Wade,  {b) 

Mr.  Kindersley^  in  reply. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  (after  stating  the  prin- 
cipal circumstances  of  the  case). 

It  is  said  by  some  of  the  parties  in  answer  to  this 
bill,  that  although  these  proceedings  in  respect  of  the 
trust  money  must  be  admitted  to  have  been  irregular, 

because 

(fl)  S  MyL  *  Cr.  1.  {b)  17  Ve$.  87. 

Pp  4 


560  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

because  there  was  no  authority  at  all  to  change  the 
securityi  yet  it  was  done  manifestly  for  the  advantage 
of  one  of  the  cestui  que  trusU^  and  with  the  consent  of 
some  of  the  others;  and  if  that  were  so,  —  if  all  this  has 
taken  place  with  the  consent  of  the  parties  now  com- 
plaining,  it  certainly  appears  to  me  that  they  would  not 
have  any  right  to  maintain  this  suit,  for  volenti  nan  Jit 
injuria.     If  they  have  authorized  this  course  of  dealing 
with  their  own  fund,  it  would  be  in  the  highest  degree 
unjust,  to  permit  them  to  establish  a  claim  against  those 
who  have  acted  under  their  authority.     There  is  no 
evidence   upon  which  I  can  properly  act  as  to  that 
matter;  but  I  am  clearly  of  opinion  th|it  there  must  be 
an  inquiry  whether  these  investments,  or  any,  and  which 
of  them,  took  place  with  the  consent  of  any  of  these 
parties,  with  liberty  for  the  Master  to  state  special  cir- 
cumstances. 

But  there  are  other  persons  sought  to  be  charged, 
as  to  one  of  whom,  namely,  Mr.  Monro,  1  conceive 
there  is  no  doubt  at  all.  The  circumstances  under 
which  he  came  into  this  trust,  are  not  such  as  appear 
to  me  to  render  him  in  any  degree  liable  for  the 
breaches  of  trust  that  have  been  committed.  The  other 
parties  are  Messrs.  Blunt,  Roy  and  Blunt,  in  respect  of 
whom  alone  the  argument  of  this  day  has  been  ad- 
dressed to  me.  Messrs.  Blunt,  Boy  and  Blunt,  at  the 
date  of  the  first  of  the  transactions  which  is  now 
brought  into  question,  happened  to  be  the  solicitors  of 
Mr.  Thomas  Bildiffe  Fyler,  who  calls  himself  the  acting 
trustee  in  this  matter,  and  also  the  solicitors  of  Mr. 
Baxter,  who  desired  to  have  this  loan ;  and  it  is  slleged, 
that  their  own  personal  interests  were  so  involved  in  the 
transaction,  that  they  must  be  considered  to  have  acted 
not  as  solicitors  and  agents  alone,  but  as  persons,  who, 
being  solicitors  and  agents,  took   advantage  of  their 

position, 
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position,  to  acquire  a  benefit  for  themselves  at  the  hazard,  1841. 
if  not  to  the  prejudice  of  the  trust;  and  that,  under  those 
circumstances,  the  Court  ought  to  impute  to  them  the 
duty  of  seeing  to  the  due  application  of  this  trust  money ; 
in  other  words,  will  impute  to  them  the  character  of  trus- 
tees. The  argument,  as  it  was  first  addressed  to  me, 
was  certainly  pushed  to  a  greater  extent  than  I  have 
ever  heard  attempted  with  regard  to  charging  persons 
with  the  duty  of  trustees.  It  has  now  been  most  pro- 
perly reduced  within  narrower  limits,  and  their  liability 
turns  upon  the  point  which  I  have  last  adverted  to-— 
whether  they  can  be  considered  as  having  so  involved 
their  own  personal  interests,  in  the  matter  in  which  they 
were  concerned  as  agents,  that  this  Court,  in  the  ex- 
ercise of  its  jurisdiction,  ought  to  impute  to  them  the 
character  of  trustees.  I  do  not  mean  to  decide  it  at 
this  moment,  because  I  think  I  ought  to  look  at  one  or 
two  cases  before  I  come  to  a  decbion  upon  it;  but, 
looking  at  the  facts  as  far  as  they  relate  to  these  gentle- 
men, they  stand  thus :  —  Being  such  solicitors  as  I  have 
mentioned,  at  the  time  when  the  first  transaction  took 
place,  a  large  debt  was  due  to  them  from  Mr.  Baxter. 
The  sum  which  was  raised,  was  received  by  them  for 
him,  carried  to  the  general  account  between  them,  and 
applied  therefore  in  immediate  liquidation  of  the  debt 
which  was  due  to  them  from  Mr.  Baxter*  So  that 
there  can  scarcely  be  a  doubt,  that  they  had  an  imme- 
diate advantage  from  the  completion  of  this  transaction ; 
but  then  it  is  said,  that  they  got  this  advantage,  by  im- 
properly inducing  their  client  the  trustee,  knowingly  to 
commit  a  breach  of  trust.  Is  that  made  out?  Did 
they  knowingly  induce  him  to  commit  a  breach  of 
trust?  They  did  not  apply  to  him  to  have  this  done; 
on  the  contrary,  he  being  desirous  to  effect  this  object — 
to  change  the  security  so  as  to  procure  a  higher  rate  of 
interest,  applied  to  them,  in  order  that  they  might  assist 

him 
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1841.        him  in  finding  a  fit  secarity  for  the  purpose,  and  they, 
being  applied  to  by  him,  did,  in  compliance  with  his 
request,  look  out  for  a  security.     Unfortunately  they 
found  that  security  from  another  client,  and  therefore 
got  involved  in  that  perplexity,  which  all  solicitors  get 
entangled  in,  when  they  are  acting  for  persons  who 
may  have  opposite  interests.     A  gentleman  of  the  name 
of  Dimond  seems  undoubtedly  to  have  been  consulted 
for  the  interest  of  some  of  this  family.    In  what  capacity 
he  was  consulted,  or  what  advice  he  gave,  does  not  very 
clearly  appear  to  me.     It  does  appear  by  the  whole  of 
the  transactions,  that  Messrs.  Bbmty  Roy  and  BIwU 
were  acting  as  the  solicitors  of  Thomas  B,  Fyler^  by  the 
preparation  of  the  deeds,  by  the  deeds  being  in  their 
possession  afterwards,  and  so  on.     The  trust  money, 
which  was  properly  invested,  was  sold  out,  Mr.  Boji 
being  one  of  the  persons  named  in  the  power  of  at^ 
torney  for  its  sale ;  this  fact  has  not  been  dwelt  upon, 
but  still  it  is  in  some  respects  an  important  circum- 
stance to  take  notice  of.     It  appears  also  that  they  re- 
ceived the  6000/.  for  Mr.  Baxter;  Baxter  was  giving 
security  which  turned  out  to  be  ample,  in  exchange 
for  this  money,  and  the  trustees,  receiving  ample  secu- 
rity, pay  the  money  to  Mr.  Boy  as  the  agent,  and  on 
the  account  of  Baxter.     When  the  trustees  got  the 
security,  they  made  it  subject  to  the  trust,  and  the  money 
which  was  paid  over  could  scarcely  then  be  considered 
as  trust  money ;  it  was  intended  to  be  given  to  Baxter 
for  his  own  use,  and  was  given  to  him  by  the  hands 
of  Bluntj  Boy  and  Blunt.     I  do  not  mean  to  state 
finally  my  opinion  upon  it,   but  if  this  be  the  state 
of  the  transaction,  can  the  case  be  considered  exactly 
like  that  of  Wikon  and  Moore^  where  the  agent  of  the 
trustee  had  standing  in  the  name  of  the  trustee  certain 
sums  of  money,  which  he  afterwards,  pursuant  indeed  to 
the  order  of  the  trustees,  applied  to  a  purpose  contrary 

to 
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to  the  trust?  Was  this  money,  at  the  moment  it  was  1841. 
placed  in  the  hands  of  Blunts  Roy  and  Bhmt^  to  be 
considered  as  trust  money?  Must  they  be  considered 
as  so  involved  with  their  client,  the  trustee,  that  the 
exchange  of  the  security  for  the  money  cannot  be  con* 
sidered  as  a  complete  substitution  of  one  for  the  other, 
but  as  still  continuing  to  retain  its  character  of  trust 
money?  I  apprehend  really  that  the  whole  case  de- 
pends on  this;  because  it  must  be  admitted  that  this 
was  the  transaction  by  which  all  the  future  loss  was 
occasioned.  If  this  money  had  been  allowed  to  remain 
in  its  original  state  of  investment,  no  loss  could  have  after- 
wards taken  place,  by  the  diminution  of  the  value  of  the 
house  in  Upper  Grosvenor  Street;  but  it  was  that  trans- 
action which  led  to  all  the  rest  The  Plaintiffs  in  this 
cause  are  not  content  to  take  up  the  transaction  at  the 
time  when  the  trust  money  stood  in  that  sufficient  and 
secure  investment,  partly  in  stock  and  partly  on  the 
mortgage  upon  an  estate  of  sufficient  value;  but  pro- 
fessing themselves  to  be  most  exceedingly  reluctant  to 
do  any  thing  by  which  they  may  charge  Mr.  James  C 
Fi/ler  their  benefactor;  say,  in  substance,  we  would 
rather  attack  him,  however  ungraciously,  than  leave 
JMessrs.  Blunt,  Roy  and  Blunt  nnassailed.  If  they 
have  a  right  to  charge  Mr.  James  C  Fyler^  of  course 
they  must  have  the  benefit  of  it ;  and  whatever  one  may 
think  of  the  feelings  by  which  persons  are  actuated  in 
such  a  case,  there  is  an  undoubted  necessity  to  give 
effect*  to  any  rightful  claim  which  they  make.  Cases 
which  are  very  painful  are  not  unfrequent  in  this  Court; 
we  find  a  married  woman  throwing  herself  at  the  feet  of 
the  trustee,  begging  and  entreating  him  to  advance  a 
sum  of  money  out  of  the  trust  fund  to  save  her  husband 
and  her  family  from  utter  and  entire  ruin,  and  making 
out  a  most  plausible  case  for  that  purpose ;  his  com- 
passionate feelings  are  worked  upon ;  he  raises  and  ad- 
vances 
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1841.  vances  the  money;  the  object  for  which  it  was  giTen 
entirely  fails;  the  husband  becomes  bankrupt;  and  in 
a  few  months  afterwards  the  very  same  woman  who  in- 
duced the  trustee  to  do  this,  files  a  bill  in  a  court  of 
equity  to  compel  him  to  make  good  that  loss  to  the 
trust.  These  are  cases  which  happen ;  they  shock 
everybody's  feelings  at  the  time^  but  it  is  necessary  that 
relief  should  be  given  in  such  cases:  for  if  relief  were 
not  given,  and  if  such  rights  were  not  strictly  main- 
tained, no  such  thing  as  a  trust  would  ever  be  preserved. 
The  hardship,  therefore,  of  individual  cases  must  not 
be  taken  into  consideration,  and  if  these  parties  think  fit 
to  insist  on  their  strict  rights,  they  are  entitled  to  have 
them. 

I  will  look  into  the  authorities  which  have  been  cited, 
and  mention  this  case  again ;  but  this  I  must  say,  that  if 
I  should  hold  that  Blunt^  Roy  and  Ebmt  have  made 
themselves  liable,  they  are  entitled,  just  as  much  as  any 
other  party,  to  the  benefit  of  an  inquiry,  whether  this 
was  done  with  the  consent  of  the  cestui  que  trusts. 


March  1.  The  Master  of  the  Rolls.     In  this  bill  it  is  alleged, 

that  Messrs.  BUtnt^  Roy  and  Blunt,  the  solicitors  of 
Thomas  Bilcliffe  Fyler^  and  also  of  Samuel  Baxter,  being 
creditors  of  Mr.  Baxter*  to  a  large  amount,  and  being 
connected  with  him  in  his  building  speculations,  or  in- 
volved by  his  embarrassments,  and  liable  for  the  pay* 
ment  of  debts  which  he  owed  to  other  persons,  did,  for 
the  purpose  of  procuring  payment  of  the  debt  due  to 
themselves,  and  relieving  themselves  from  their  liabilities 
to  other  persons  for  Baxter,  knowingly  prevailed  upon 
Thomas  Bilcliffe  Fyler,  who  was  a  trustee  for  the 
Plaintiffs,  to  violate  his  trust,  and  lend  6000/.  trust 
money  to  Baxter,  in  order  that  they,  as  Baxters  agents, 

might 
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might  receive  the  amount,  and  apply  the  same  for  184?1. 
their  own  benefit,  in  satisfaction  of  the  debts  due  to 
themselves,  and  for  which  they  were  liable  to  other 
persons.  And  it  is  charged,  that  this  loan  and  the  sub- 
sequent dealings  with  the  money  were  not  only  breaches 
of  trust  to  which  Blunt^  Roy  and  Blunt  were  parties, 
but  were  direct  frauds  by  them  against  the  persons  en- 
titled to  the  trust  money.  If  the  facts  were,  as  alleged, 
I  conceive  that  the  Plaintiffs  would  be  entitled  to  the 
relief  which  they  pray ;  but  it  appears  to  me,  that  in 
the  commencement  of  the  transaction,  Blunt^  Boy  and 
Blunt  had  no  knowledge  of  the  trusts,  or  of  the  power 
of  the  trustees,  and  that  although  they  were  the  solicitors 
of  Thomas  Bilcliffe  Fyler  the  trustee,  and  at  his  request 
suggested  the  proposed  security,  yet  that  they  neither 
advised  him  as  to  his  powers  under  the  trust  deed,  nor 
suggested  to  him  the  propriety  or  expediency  of  the 
loan ;  and  that  the  proposed  security  was  suggested  by 
them  only  in  consequence  of  Tliomas  Bilcliffe  Fylet^s 
application  to  them.  In  the  progress  of  the  treaty, 
Bluntj  Roy  and  Bhmt  became  informed  that  the  money 
intended  to  be  lent  was  trust  money,  in  which  infants 
were  interested  (a),  and  it  appears  that  Mr.  Dimond^  or 
the  firm  of  Baker  and  Dimond^  was  in  some  manner 
employed  for  the  trustees,  and  cestuis  que  trusts^  or  some 
of  them.  Mr.  JSo^,  in  the  letter  of  the  19th  October 
1825,  which  was  read  in  evidence,  after  representing 
the  wants  of  Baxter^  says,  *^  Your  surveyor  has  reported 
on  the  value,  and  we  have  explained  to  Mr.  Dimond 
the  exact  nature  of  the  security,  which  is  simply  a  lease 
from  Lord  Grosvenor ;  any  other  circumstances  attend- 
ing it  are  particularly  the  subjects  of  consideration  for 
you  and  Mr.  Dimond;  but  you  should  decide  one  way 
or  other,  as  it  is  a  serious  inconvenience  to  Mr.  Baxter 

that 
{o)  Letter  of  IStb  S€flember  1825. 
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184K  their  knowledge  of  the  limited  powers  of  the  trustees  is 
not  proved,  and  the  facts  established  do  not  warrant  the 
inferences  drawn  from  them.  The  security  was  of  ample 
valuci  no  mere  semblance,  but  areal  and  valuable  secari^. 
Baxter y  oc  Blunt^  Boy  md  Blunty  by  means  of  such  se- 
curity could  have  had  no  difficulty  in  procuring  the  loan 
elsewhere ;  the  security  in  the  hands  of  the  trustees  af- 
forded them  the  means  of  recovering  the  money;  uid 
the  facts  admitted  as  to  the  state  of  the  account  between 
Blunts  Boy  and  Blunt  and  Baxter^  so  &r  from  neces- 
sarily leading  to  the  conclusion  desired  by  the  Plaintifis, 
are  consistent  with  the  supposition,  that  the  whole  amount 
of  the  mortgage  money  was  applied  in  payments  to  other 
persons  pursuant  to  the  orders  of  Baxter.  How  the 
case  really  stood  does  not  appear,  but  the  Plaintiffs 
who  have  had  the  means  of  investigating  the  account  of 
the  dealings  between  Baxter  and  Blunt,  Boy  and  Bhxnt^ 
and  have  produced  no  evidence  on  the  subject,  are  not 
entitled  to  presume  all  the  material  facts  to  be  such  as 
will  support  their  charge. 

In  the  transaction  of  1825  the  breach  of  trust  con- 
sisted, not  in  the  misapplication  of  the  money  given  as 
a  consideration  for  the  mortgage,  but  in  the  acceptance 
of  a  security  not  authorised  by  the  trust. 

The  trustees  having,  without  authority,  procured  and 
accepted  in  lieu  of  so  much  stock,  an  unauthorised  but 
ample  security  for  so  much  money,  became  responsible 
for  any  future  loss  traceable  to  that  first  error.  Upon 
consideration  it  appears  to  me,  that  solicitors  who  know- 
ingly procured  this  to  be  done  for  their  own  benefit, 
ought  to  be  considered  as  partakers  in  the  breach  of 
trust ;  but  the  case  should  be  proved^  and  not  founded 
on  uncertain  and  perhaps  altogether  untrue' inferences. 

Blunts 
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Blunti  Boy  and  Blunt^  by  the  position  in  which  they  1841. 
placed  themselves  in  relation  to  the  borrower  and 
lender  of  this  trust  moneyi  have  exposed  themselves 
to  this  investigation,  which  I  own  does  not  appear  to 
me  to  have  been  unreasonably  instituted ;  but  I  think 
that  the  charge  against  them  is  not  established ;  and 
that  they  are  not  answerable  to  the  Plaintiffs  for  the 
breach  of  trust  which  was  committed  in  1825,  or  for 
the  unauthorised  investment  of  the  trust  money  which 
was  then  made.  The  ample  security  which  was  taken 
in  1825,  was,  in  1827,  exchanged  for  other  security, 
part  of  which  ultimately  proved  to  be  deficient,  and 
occasioned  the  loss  which  has  occurred.  Blunts  Boy 
and  Blunt  were  also  employed  in  this  transaction, 
by  means  of  which  their  guarantee  ceased,  and  this 
interest  has  again,  I  think  not  unreasonably,  sub- 
jected their  conduct  to  investigation;  but  in  this  case 
also,  Mr.  Thomas  Bildiffe  Fyler  took  on  himself  the 
sole  care  and  responsibility  of  ascertaining  the  value  of 
the  security  ;  and  thinking  that  Blunt j  Boy  And  Blunt 
are  not  answerable  for  the  consequences  of  the  un- 
authorised investment  in  1825,  and  seeing  nothing 
wherewith  to  charge  them  in  the  transaction  of  1827 
taken  by  itself,  it  does  not  appear  to  me  that  they  are 
chargeable  for  the  loss  occasioned  by  the  deterioration 
of  the  house  in  Upper  Grosvenor  Street. 

Though  the  direct  allegations  of  fraud  against  Bluntj 
Boy  and  Blunt  are  unfounded ;  yet  seeing  that,  by  in- 
volving their  own  personal  interests  in  the  transactions, 
they  have  rendered  an  investigation  into  their  conduct 
not  unreasonable ;  I  must,  in  dismissing  the  bill  against 
them,  do  so  without  costs. 

As  to  Mrs.  Fylery  an  inquiry  must  be  directed  as  to 
her  concurrence. 

Vol.  III.  Q  q 
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1841. 


COL  VILE  V.  MIDDLETON. 

^T^HE  testator,  Nathaniel  Lee  Acton,  being  possessed 
-^  of  several  estates,  distinguished  by  the  names  of 
the  Claydon  estate,  the  Bamford  estate,  and  the  Baj^lham 
estate,  by  his  will  dated  in  182S,  devised  his  Gaydon 
estate  to  trustees  to  sell  the  same,  or  such  part  there- 
of, as  would,  f  71  exona-ation  of  his  personal  estate,  raise 
money  sufficient  to  pay  the  mortgages  thereon,  and 
the  legacies  payable  under  his  father's  will,  and  all 
interest  thereon,  and  all  his  debts  due  on  simple  con- 
tract, and  the  several  legacies  and  sums  by  his  said 
will  given  and  directed  to  be  paid,  not  charged  upon 
any  of  his  said  real  estates ;  together  with  such  costs 
and  charges  as  should  be  necessarily  incurred  by  bis 


Dec.  IS,  19. 

21.  S4. 

A  testator 
devised  his 
estate  X  to 
trustees,  for 
sale,  for  pay- 
ment of  his 
debts  and  le- 
gacies, in  ex- 
oneration of 
his  personal 
estate;  and 
after  reciting 
that  he  be- 
came entitled 
on  his  mar- 
rinse  to  a  sum 
of  7442/.  of 
which  he  had 
received 
2442/.,  and 

the  5000/.  re-        .  J  ^       ^  ,  ,  .  .  .  r        • 

inaincddue,he  ^^d  trustees  and  his  executors,  by  reason  of  or  in  any 

bequeathed       manner  incident  to  the  sale,  or  the  execution  and  per- 

2442/  to  be 

paid  out  of  formance  of  his  will  and  the  trusts  thereof;  and  should 
the  produce  apply  the  same  in  payment  thereof  accordingly ;  and 
X,  and  the      the  residue  was  to  be  laid  out  in  land,  to  be  settled  to 

when°and^f  *    ^^®  "^^*  declared  concerning  his  manor  of  liaylham. 

the  siiroe 

ceived  and  '^^^  testator  also  devised  his  Baniford  estate,  subject 

got  in.  but  not  to  the  pavmeut  of  the  mortffacres  thereon,  to  trustees 
otherwise,  to     ^  '    "         ^  T..     •        i  j 

A,,B  yC\9XkA  for  500  years,  for  payment  of  his  bonds  not  connected 

^'^^^^yi      or  given  with  any  mortgage  or  mortgages;  with  re- 

the5ooo/.        mainder  to  Sir  Philip  Broke  and  his  issue,  in  strict 
should  be  re-     ^^♦♦i^^^^f 
ceived  by  him  settlement. 

in  his  lifetime,  Tlie 

he  directed 

the  same  to  be  raised  out  of  the  estate  X»  The  testator  received  the  SOQOL  Held 
that  the  legacy  was  demonstrative,  and  that  it  was  a  charge  upon  the  general  per- 
sonal estate  as  well  as  on  the  estate  X 

Personal  estate  held,  upon  the  context  of  a  will,  not  exonerated  from  the  pay- 
ment of  debts  and  legacies ;  where  a  real  estate  devised  for  the  payment  thereof, 
in  exoneration  of  tht:;  personal  estate,  proved  to  be  insufficient. 
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The  testator  then  devised  the  Baylham  estate  to  Sir        184>1. 
William  Middleton  for  lifei  with  remainders  in  strict 
settlement;  and  after  reciting  that  by  the  settlement  v. 

made  previous  to  his  marriage,  he  became  entitled  to  Middlbto}<. 
the  sum  of  7442/.,  being  the  remainder  of  the  portion 
or  fortune  ot  Susannah^  his  first  wife,  of  which  sum  of 
7442/.  he  had  then  received  only  the  sum  of  2442/.,  and 
that  the  remaining  sum  of  5000/.  was  still  due  to  him, 
for  which  he  received  interest,  the  said  testator  N.  Lee 
Acton  thereby  gave  and  bequeathed  the  sum  of  2442/. 
to  be  paid  by  and  out  of  the  monies  to  arise  by  the 
sale  of  his  estates  devised  to  be  sold  as  aforesaid,  and 
also  the  sum  of  5000/.  when  and  if  the  same  should 
be  received  and  got  in,  but  not  otherwise,  unto  Hannah 
Elizabeth  Gillman^  Emily  Gillman^  and  Francis  GilU 
man,  equally  to  be  divided  between  them,  share  and 
share  alike;  and  in  case  the  said  sum  of  5000/.  or  any 
part  thereof  should  be  received  by  him  the  said  tes- 
tator in  his  lifetime,  then  he  directed  that  the  same  or 
so  much  thereof  as  should  be  so  received,  should  be 
raised  and  paid  out  of  the  monies  to  arise  by  the  sale 
of  his  real  estates  devised  to  be  sold  as  aforesaid.  He 
then  gave  several  general  and  specific  legacies ;  and  afler 
directing  the  sale  of  certain  specified  chattels,  he  de- 
vised the  residue  of  his  real  estate  and  all  the  residue 
of  his  personal  estate  and  effects,  of  what  nature  or  kind 
soever,  which  he  should  die  possessed  of,  or  entitled  to, 
or  have  any  power  to  dispose  of,  and  also  the  sale 
monies  lastly  thereinbefore  mentioned,  and  which  should 
remain  qfier  payment  of  all  hisjimeral  and  testamentary 
expencesy  and  all  charges  incident  thereto,  as  to  one 
moiety  in  trust  for  Lady  Middleton,  and  as  to  the 
other  moiety  in  trust  for  Caroline  Acton. 

By  a  codicil  he  devised  his   Cramfield  and  other 

estates  to  trustees,  in  fee  in  trust  to  sell  and  to  pay  all 

Q;  2  such 
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1841.       such  principal  monies  and  interest  as  he  might  happen 
^^T^^^^^^    to  owe  at  the  time  of  bis  decease,  either  upon  mortgage 
V.  bond,   or  simple  contract;   also  all   such   charges  as 

MiDDLETON.  ^y^^^^  ^  ^hen  payable  under  his  said  kte  fiither's  will, 
with  any  interest  due  or  to  accrue  due  (or  the  same, 
and  the  several  legacies  and  sums  in  and  by  the  said 
testator's  will  given  and  directed  to  be  paid,  and  not 
charged  upon  any  of  his  real  estates,  together  with  such 
costs  and  charges  as  should  be  necessarily  incurred; 
it  being  his  will  and  desire,  that  his  own  hereditary 
estates  and  property  should,  if  in  his  power,  be  left  un- 
encumbered, and  that,  unless  it  should  be  necessary,  do 
part  of  the  said  hereditaments,  which  in  and  by  the  first 
thereinbefore  recited  devise  in  his  said  will,  or  those 
comprised  in  the  said  term  of  500  years  respectively, 
should  be  sold  or  mortgaged  by  his  said  trustees. 

The  testator  died  in  18S6,  having  in  his  lifetime  re- 
ceived the  5000/L  referred  to  in  his  will,  as  being  due  to 
him  under  his  marriage  settlement. 

The  personal  estate,  and  the  produce  of  the  sale  of 
the  real  estate  charged  therewith,  were  together  in- 
sufficient for  the  payment  of  the  debts  and  legacies  of 
the  testator. 

The  first  question  was,  whether  the  personal  estate 
had  been  exonerated,  altogether,  from  payment  of  the 
debts  and  legacies ;  and,  secondly,  whether  the  sums  of 
2442/.  and  5000/.  were  specific  or  demonstrative  le- 
gacies ;  in  other  words,  whether  they  were  payable  only 
out  of  the  produce  of  the  Claydon  estate,  or  were  also 
a  charge  on  the  personal  estate. 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Wood^  for  the  Plaintiffs  the 
trustees,   who  were  also  interested  as  legatees,  cited 

Hancox 
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Hancax  v.   Abbey  (a)^  Aldrich  v.  Cooper  (b\  Page  v.       ISil. 
Leapingaoell  (c),    Ounfnne  v.    Edwards  (d),   Greene  v.    ^'JT"^^'^"^^ 
Greene,  {e)  v. 

BCtDDLBTOK. 

Mr.  C  P.  Cooper  and  Mr.  £&»/,  for  Lady  Middle^ 
Urn  the  residuary  legatee,  contended,  that  the  personal 
estate  was  exempted  as  against  every  one,  except  credi* 
tors ;  that  the  testator  had  charged  the  daydon  estate  with 
the  costs,  charges,  and  expenses  of  administration,  which 
would  otherwise  have  fallen  on  the  personal  estate ;  and 
that  this  and  other  circumstances  shewed  that  it  was  the 
testator's  intention  that  the  residuary  legatees  should  take 
the  personal  estate,  exonerated  from  the  payment  of  the 
debts  and  legacies,  and  charged  only  with  the  **  funeral 
and  testamentary  expenses,  and  all  charges  incidental 
thereto;"  Bootie  v.  BlundeU{g),  Silk  v.  Prime {h\  Mor- 
row  V.  Bush  (i),  Williams  v.  The  Bishop  ofLandqffi  {k) 

Mr.  KindersUy  and  Mr.  James  Parker j  for  Sir  W.  Mid'' 
dleton,  the  devisee  of  the  Baylham  estate,  contended  that 
the  bond  debts  unconnected  with  mortgages  were  payable 
wholly  out  of  the  500  years'  term ;  so  as  to  leave  the  per- 
sonal estate  applicable  to  the  payment  of  the  other  debts 
not  otherwise  provided  for;  that  the  mortgage  debts  on 
the  Claydon  ^nd  Baylhom  estates,  by  the  express  terms 
of  the  will  ought  to  be  wholly  paid  out  of  the  former ; 
that  the  mortgage  debts  on  the  Claydon  estate,  but  not 
those  on  the  Bamford  estate,  ought  to  be  paid  out  of  the 
personal  estate,  both  as  against  the  residuary  legatees, 
notwithstanding  the  bequest  was  after  payment  of  funeral 
and  testamentary  expenses  {Ram  on  Assets^  44.},  and  as 

against 

(«)  11  Fm.  179.  'g)  1  Mer.  193. 

(b)  8  yet.  381.  (A)  1  Dick.  384.,  and  1  B.  C. 

(c)  18  Vei.  463.  C.  158.n. 

(d)  2  Rutt,  289.  n.  (0  1  ^<m:>  185. 
(<r)  4  Mad.  148.  ik)  16.  254. 

Qq  3 
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1841.        against  the  legatees  unsatisfied  by  the  estates  devised 
^^\^^     for  sale;  and  lastly,  that  the  legacy  to  the  GiOmans  was 
V.  exclusively  charged  on  the  Claydon  estate. 

MiDDLETON. 

Mr.  Titmetf  and  Mr.  BomiVy^  for  Sir  PhiUp  Broke 
and  another,  the  devisees  of  the  Bamford  estate,  con- 
tended that  the  bonds  and  mortgages  were  primarily 
chargeable  oil  the  personal  estate,  and  then  on  the  real 
estate ;  and  that  there  ought  to  be  a  contribution  as  be- 
tween the  Claydxm  and  Baylham  estates,  in  those  cases 
in  which  both  estates  were  included  in  one  mortgage 
security.     They  cited  Noel  v.  Lard  Henley,  (a) 

Mr.  Girdkstotie  and  Mr.  SiadweU^  for  the  l^atees  of 
the  7442L,  contended  that  although  the  legacy  was 
directed  to  be  paid  out  of  the  real  estates  devised  to  be 
sold,  still  it  was  not  less  payable  out  of  the  general  per- 
sonal estate,  it  being  in  the  nature  of  a  demonstrative  and 
not  of  a  specific  legacy.  They  cited  Boberis  v.  Pocock  {b\ 
Smith  V.  Fitzgerald  {c)^  Mann  v.  Copland  {d)^  PawUr 
V.  Willoughby  {e\  Willox  v.  Bkodes  (g),  M'Ldand  v. 
Shaw  (A),  Saoile  v.  Blacket.  (/) 

Mr.  Coleridge^  for  a  trustee. 

Mr.  Pemberton^  in  reply. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  was  of  opinion,  that  the 
monies,  arising  from  the  sale  of  the  testator's  real  estate 
devised  in  trust  for  sale,  were  primarily  applicable  to 
the  payment  of  the  simple  contract  debts  and  legacies, 
and  that  the  personal  estate  was  then  liable  to  make 

good 

{a)  Dan.  Rep.  21 1.  (e)  9  S,  ^  Ss  854. 

{b)  4  Vet.  ISO.  (g)  2  RiUM.  452. 

(r)  3  Vet.  4-  B.  2.  (A)  2  Sch.  ^  Lef.  538. 

(rf)  2  Madd.  22.7.  (i)  i  P.  HTrni.  778. 
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good  the  deficiency;  and  be  reserved  his  judgment  on        1841. 
the  other  point. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls.  2)^^.  24. 

I  have  read  over  the  will  in  this  case,  and  the  autho- 
rities cited,  and  I  think  that  these  two  legacies  are 
demonstrative  and  not  specific.  [His  Lordship  re- 
ferred to  the  terms  of  the  bequest  and  proceeded.]  If 
the  expressions  of  the  testator  had  been,  '*  I  hereby  give 
this  sum  to  these  persons,''  it  is  conceded  that  the  be- 
quests would  have  been  demonstrative,  but  it  is  alleged 
that  the  particular  words  which  he  has  used  have  a 
different  effect.  The  case  of  The  Attorney-General  v. 
Parkin  {a)  was  much  stronger ;  there,  a  testator  enume- 
rated mortgages,  bonds,  and  notes  due  to  him,  and  gave, 
out  of  the  interest,  an  annuity  to  A.  for  life,  and  after  her 
death  directed  the  securities  to  be  vested  in  trustees  for 
charitable  uses.  Some  of  the  securities  were  paid  off, 
and  new  securities  taken  after  the  will,  the  bequest  was 
held  to  be  demonstrative  and  not  specific. 

In  Cartwright  v.  Cartwright  (J)  the  bequest  was,  "  I 
give  l^OOLJbr  which  I  have  sold  my  estate  this  day^^  &c. 
The  testator  afterwards  received  the  whole  money,  paid 
it  to  his  banker,  and  drew  out  of  his  hands  1100/.  of 
that  money.  Lord  Bathurst  held  this  to  be  a  legacy 
of  quantity,  find  that  the  receiving  was  no  ademption  on 
the  authority  of  The  Attorney-General  v.  Parkin;  though 
Lord  Thurlaw  observed  that  it  was  questionable,  whe- 
ther the  case  of  The  Attorney-General  v.  Parkin  sup- 
ported the  decision  in  Cartwright  v.  Cartwright,  yet  he 
did  not  state  the  decision  to  be  wrong. 


There 


(a)  Ambler,  566.  (b)  9  Bro.  C.  C.  114. 
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COLVILB 

V, 

MiDDLBTON. 


There  are  other  circumstances  in  this  case  which  for- 
tify the  conclusion  to  which  I  have  come,  namely,  that 
this  is  a  demonstrative  legacy,  and  is  to  be  paid  in  the 
same  manner  as  the  other  legacies. 


JMarch  5»  6. 


SALT  V.  CHATTAWAY. 


A  testator 
devised  and 
bequeathed 
his  real  and 
personal  es- 
tate, in  trust 
to  sell,  and 
constituted  a 
mixed  and 
blended  fund. 
He  thereout 
gave  J»  B, 
\  00/.  and  one 
eighteenth  of 
the  residue, 
and  he  gave 
the  remaining 
portions  of 
the  residue  to 
other  persons. 
J,  B»  died  in 
the  testator's 
lifetime. 
Held,  that  the 
next  of  kin 
andJieir  were 
entitled  to 
their  propor- 
tionate part 
of  the  lapsed 
share  of  the 
residue,  and 
that  the  legacy 
of  100/.  fell 
into  the  resi- 
due and  passed 
by  the  gift 
thereof. 


rpHE  testator  Thomas  Salty  by  his  will  dated  in  18S1 
'"'    having  appointed   three    executors,    devised  and 
bequeathed  to  them  all  his  real  and  personal  estate, 
^  subject  to  the   payment   thereout  of  his  just  debts, 
funeral  and  testamentary  expences "  upon  trust,    **  as 
soon  after  his  decease  as  they  should  think  fit,"  to  sell 
and    receive    the   purchase   money   for   the  same   es- 
tates, and  all  money  that  might  be  owing  to  him  at  his 
decease ;  **  and  thereout  and  out  of  the  ready  money 
lie  might  die  possessed  oSj^  to  pay  certain  legacies,  and 
amongst  others  to  **  pay  unto  bis  grandson  John  Blay* 
don  100/.,  when  he  should  attain  the  age  of  twenty-one 
years,"   and  then  to    **  divide  all  the  residue  of  the 
monies  to  arise  as  aforesaid  into  three  equal  parts,'*  and 
after  paying  a  certain  legacy,  to  place  out  or  continue  at 
interest    the   remainder  of   such   one-third   share  on 
security,  until  his  six  grandchildren,  John  Blaydon  and 
five  others  named,  should  respectively  attain  the  age  of 
twenty-one  years,  '*  &nd   when  and  as   each  of  thetn 
should  attain  his  or  her  age  of  twenty-one  years,  should 
pay  him  or   her  an  equal  part  thereof;"  the  testator 
then  proceeded  to  dispose  of  the  remaining  two-thirds 
of  the  residue. 

John  Blaydon  died  in  the  testator's  lifetime,  an  infant, 
and   unmarried,  and  the  principal  question  was,  what 

was 
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was  to  become  of  the  100/«  legacy,  and  the  one- 
eighteenth  of  the  residae  intended  for  him,  but  which 
had  lapsed  by  his  death  in  the  testator's  lifetime. 

Mr.  Spence  and  Mr.  Parker  for  the  Plaintifis. 

Mr.  Tillotson^  Mr.  Tennant^  and  Mr.  T.  Parker  jun., 
for  several  persons  being  the  next  of  kin. 

Mr.  Wliiimarsh  for  the  heir  at  law, 

Mr.  Lewis  for  Anthony  Salt. 

Mr.  Treslave  for  the  five  brothers  and  sisters  of  John 
Blaydon. 

Ackroyd  v.  Smithson  (a),  Durour  v.  Motteux  (6),  ifo- 
berts  V.  Walker  (c),  Kennell  v.  Abbott  (d\  Green  v.  Jack- 
son {e\  were  cited.  And  see  Stocker  v.  Harbin^  ante, 
p.  479. 


The  Master  qf  the  Rolls.  March  e. 

The  testator  in  this  cause,  having  appointed  certain 

persons   to   be  executors,  devised  and  bequeathed  to 

them  all  his  real  and  personal  estates  (subject  to  the 

payment  of  his  funeral  and  testamentary  expences  and 

debts),  on  trust  to  sell  and   convert  the  whole  into 

money;   and  having  constituted, a  mixed  and  blended 

fund,  consisting  partly  of  personal  estate  and  partly  of 

the  produce   of  real   estate,  he   thereout  gave  certain 

legacies,  and  then  disposed  of  the  residue.     He  gave 

to  John  Blaydofi  a  pecuniary  legacy  of  1002.,  and  an 

equal  sixth  part  of  one-third  share  of  the  residue. 

John 
(a)  1  Bro.  C,  C.  503.  (d)  4  Fes.  809. 

(A)  1  yes.  sen.  .320.  (c)  S  Ruu.  35.,  and  2  A.  * 

(c)  I  Rnss,  tj  Jfy.  752.  Afyl,  233. 
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Jchn  Bhttfdan  having  died  in  his  lifelimei  the  inten* 
tions  of  the  testator,  as  to  him,  were  disappointed.  The 
gifts  to  him  lapsed,  and  with  respect  to  the  share  of  the 
residue,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  heir  at  hiw  and  next 
of  kin  are  entitled  to  it,  in  shares  proportioned  to  the 
respective  amounts  of  the  testator's  real  and  personal 
estate. 

The  real  estate  is  by  the  will  directed  to  be  con- 
verted into  money,  ue*  into  personal  estate,  for  the 
purposes  of  the  will ;  the  testator  thereby  determined  the 
quality  of  the  property  which  the  legatees  were  to  take ; 
but  he  has  expressed  no  intention  to  convert  it  for  any 
purposes,  other  than  those  mentioned  in  the  will; 
and  to  the  extent  to  which  those  expressed  purposes 
have  failed ;  that  is,  as  to  any  part  of  the  property  iu 
respect  of  which  no  intention  of  the  testator  is  ex- 
pressed, the  law  is  to  determine  to  whom  it  belongs ; 
and  the  two  sorts  of  estate  being  blended,  each  contri- 
buting, in  proportion,  to  fulfil  the  purposes  which  can 
be  accomplished,  the  share  of  residue  which  has  lapsed 
must  be  deemed  to  consist  of  proportionate  parts  of  the 
two  sorts  of  estate ;  and  that  being  so,  the  proportion 
of  the  lapsed  share  of  residue  which  consists  of  the 
produce  of  real  estate,  having  been  directed  to  be  con- 
verted for  a  purpose  which  is  disappointed,  belongs  to 
the  heir. 

It  is  not  easy  to  reconcile  all  the  cases  which  are  to 
be  found  in  the  books  on  these  subjects  ;  and  the  ques- 
tion whether  the  lapsed  pecuniary  legacy  passes  by  the 
gift  of  the  residue,  or  ought  to  be  considered  as  undis- 
posed of,  appears  to  me  to  be  attended  with  more  doubt 
than  the  other ;  but  considering,  however,  that  the  con- 
version of  the  real  estate  must  be  deemed  to  have  been 
made  for  all  the  purposes  of  the  will ;  that,  besides  the 

intention 
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intention  to  give  a  legacy  of  100/.  to  John  Blaydon^  1841. 
there  was  also  an  intention  to  dispose  of  the  residue 
after  payment  of  the  legacies ;  that  the  testator  had 
determined  the  qualities  of  the  property  which  his 
legatees  were  to  take ;  and  that  the  gift  of  residue  is 
made  in  terms  to  .give  the  residuary  lq;atees  of  per- 
sonal estate  the  benefit  of  lapsed  legacies,  —  it  appears 
to  me  that  the  proper  course  is  to  follow  the  decisions 
of  Durour  v.  Motteux  (j),  and  Green  v.  Jackson  (6),  and 
in  conformity  with  those  cases  I  am  of  opinion  that  the 
lapsed  legacy  of  100/.  must  be  held  to  have  fallen  into 
the  residue,  and  to  have  passed  by  the  gift  of  the 
residue. 

(a)  1  Vet.  seo.  5S0. ;  I  Sim.  4*  (0)  5  Run.  35.^  and  S  Russ,  4- 

St.  992.  Myl.23S. 


JEW  V.  WOOD.  Mardi  17.}  9. 

^T^HIS  was  a  bill  of  interpleader  filed  by  a  tenant  Upon  the 

-^   against  the  alleged  devisees  and  co-heirs  of  his  la^ndiorll  \he 

deceased  landlord,  under  the  following  circumstances,  tenant,  in 

The  Plaintifi*,  Mr.  JeWf  was  the  tenant  from  year  to  the  rights  of 

year  under  James  Wood,  of  a  freehold  bouse  in  Gloucester.  ^®  parties, 

.  ,  .  attoraed  and 

James  Wood  died  m  April  1886,  leavmg  certam  tes-  paid  rent  to 

tamentafy  papers,  under  which  the  Defendant,  Sir  M.  Claimed  as 
Wood  and  the  other  executors  therein  named,  claimed  devisee.    The 

to  be  entitled  to  his  real  estate.  [fg  property* 

was  afterwards 

Immediately  after  the  testator's   death,  the  execu-  j^^f"hehe?r. 

tors  represented  to  the  Plaintiff  that  they  were  entitled  Held,  that  the 

,,,,-.„  ,     1      -Tit  .     .«•   tenant  might 

to  the  estate  under  the  alleged  will ;  and  the  Flaintiff,  maintain  a 

believing  such  representation,  attorned  to  the  Defend-  **!**  of  inter- 

ants,  the  executors,  and  paid  his  rent  to  them  down  to  a^^ainst  A.  and 

September     ' 
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1841.  September  1887}  the  last  payment  being  made  in  Fe^ 
bruary  1888.  In  the  mean  time,  the  validity  of  the 
testamentary  papers  being  impugned,  a  suit  was  in* 
stituted  in  the  Ecclesiastical  Court,  which  proceeded  until 
the  month  of  February  1839,  when  judgment  was  deli- 
vered  against  the  propounded  papers,  and  the  title  of 
the  executors,  as  regarded  the  personal  estate,  was  there- 
by displaced,  {a) 

In  March  1839,  the  alleged  co-heirs  gave  notice  to 
the  Plaintiff  not  to  pay  his  rent  to  any  other  person 
than  to  the  co-heirs  or  their  agent;  and  in  August  1839 
the  Defendant,  Sir  M.  Wood  and  the  other  alleged 
devisees  gave  a  counter-notice  to  the  Plaintiff. 

On  the  15th  of  nhine  1840,  the  Defendant,  Sir  Af. 
Wood  J  levied  on  the  Plaintiff's  goods  for  the  rent  in 
arrear;  the  Plaintiff  replevied,  and  on  the  19th  of  De^ 
cember  1840,  declared  in  an  action  of  replevin;  on  the 
17th  of  December  the  Defendant  Wood  avowed,  &c, 
and  on  the  27th  o{  January  1841,  the  Plaintiff  pleaded 
non  tetiuitj  and  on  the  3d  of  February  1841  issue  was 
joined  and  notice  of  trial  given. 

On  the  9tb  of  March  the  Plaintiff  filed  this  bill  of 
interpleader  against  the  alleged  heirs  and  devisees;  and 
upon  bringing  his  rent  into  Court  and  on  making  the 
usual  affidavit,  the  Plaintiff  obtained  an  injunction. 

The  Defendant  Wood^  having  filed  his  answer,  now 
moved  to  dissolve  the  injunction. 

Mr.  Pembettorif  Mr.  G.  Turner^  and  Mr.  Walker^  for 
Sir  M.  Woody  argued,  first,  that  the  Plaintiff  had  by  his 

delay 

(a)  Some  of  the  facts  are  stated  in  2  Bcavan,  289.,  and  anii,  p.  504. ; 
and  see  2  Moore,  P»  C.  C,  3S5, 
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delay  disentitled  himself  to  relief;  secondly,  that  the  1841. 
Plaintiff  was  colluding  with  the  co-heirs  for  the  purpose 
of  turning  the  devisees  out  of  possession ;  and  thirdly, 
that  this  was  not  a  proper  case  for  interpleader,  for  the 
settled  rule  was,  that  a  tenant  could  not  dispute  his 
landlord's  title,  and  that  the  tenant,  against  whom  the 
devisees  had  a  personal  equity  by  reason  of  his  attorn- 
ment, did  not  stand  in  the  situation  of  a  party  in- 
different to  the  claims  of  the  Defendants  whom  he  called 
upon  to  interplead ;  and  that,  therefore,  according  to  the 
decision  of  Crawshay  v.  Thornton  (a),  the  Plaintiff  had 
no  right  to  maintain  a  bill  of  interpleader.  They  cited 
on  the  point  that  a  tenant  could  not  dispute  his  land* 
lord's  title,  HaU  v.  BtUler  (b) ;  and  that  a  tenant  could 
not  maintain  a  bill  of  interpleader  against  his  landlord 
and  a  person  claiming  adversely,  Dungey  v.  Angove  (c), 
Smith  v.  Target  (d)^  Johnson  v.  Atkinson,  (e) 

Sir  F.  Pollock,  and  Mr.  S.  Sharpe,  for  the  co-heirs, 
were  indifferent  as  to  what  might  be  done  on  the  pre- 
sent motion,  provided  the  rights  of  the  co-heirs  to  re- 
cover the  rents  or  mesne  profits  were  not  prejudiced. 
They  objected,  however,  to  try  their  title  in  an  action 
of  replevy,  as  it  would  bind  nobody,  and  would  extend 
only  to  the  small  part  of  the  real  estate  of  James  Wood 
occupied  by  the  Plaintiff. 

Mr.  JCindersley  and  Mr.  Chapman  Barber  for  the 
Plaintiff,  proposed  that  the  rent  should  be  paid  over  to 
the  devisees,  unless  the  heirs  would  undertake  to  defend 
the    action,    Stevenson     v.  Andersoti  (g),    or   that  the 

matter 

(a)  7  Sm,  591.,  and  2  MyL  4*  (</)  2  Antt.  5S9. 

Cr.  1.  {e)  Z  Ami,  798. 

{b)  \0Ad.SfE,  204.  Ig)  2  Ve$.  ^  B.  407. 
(c)  2  r«.Jun.  304. 
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matter  should  be  put  in  a  train  of  investigation, 
Townley  v,  Deare.  (a) 


tn 


They  contended,  that  there  had  been  no  improper 
deky,  and  that  it  was  no  objection  that  the  bill  had 
been  filed  on  the  eve  of  trial,  Vicary  ▼•  Widger  (h) ; 
that  there  was  no  collusion  between  the  Plaintiff 
and  the  co-heirs,  although  they  employed  the  same 
solicitor. 


On  the  third  point  they  argued,  that  the  rule  that  a 
tenant  could  not  make  his  landlord  interplead,  did  not 
apply  to  a  case  in  which  the  diflBculties  arose  out  of  the 
act  of  the  landlord,  as  in  the  present  case,  Clarke  v. 
Byne  (c) ;  and  that  although,  by  the  general  rule,  a 
tenant  could  not  dispute  his  landlord's  title,  yet  that  he 
might  dispute  the  title  of  a  party  to  whom  he  had  at- 
torned in  ignorance  that  his  title  was  in  dispute, 
Gregory  v.  Doidge  (d),  Gravenor  v.  Woodkcuse  {e) ;  or 
where  the  tenant  had  not  originally  received  possession 
from  such  person.  Sogers  v.  Pitcher  {g)^  Cornish  v. 
SearelL{h) 

Mr.  Pemberion^  in  reply. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  reserved  his  judgment. 


March  19.         The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

In  this  case  the  Plaintiff  is  tenant  from  year  to  year 
of  a  portion  of  the  estates  of  the  late  James  Wood.     His 

tenancy 


(a)  5  J9e<itwfi,  S13. 
\b)  1  Sim.  15. 
\c)  15  Ve$.  S85. 
\d)  3  Bmg.  474. 


(e)  1  Bing,  8S. 
[g)  6  Taunt.  SOS. 
(A)  S^.4-Cr.47]. 
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tenancy  began  in  the  year  18S1.  The  landlord  died  1841. 
in  April  1836,  leaving  a  will,  the  validity  of  which  is 
in  dispute ;  so  that  it  is  not  now  known,  whether  he 
died  testate  or  intestate.  The  rent  which  is  due  from 
the  Plaintiff,  and  which  he  admits  to  be  due,  is  now 
claimed  both  by  the  devisees  under  the  alleged  will 
and  by  the  co-heirs  under  the  alleged  intestacy.  The 
devisees  have  levied  distresses,  and  the  co-heirs  have 
appeared  and  declared  their  intention  to  hold  the  Plain- 
tiff answerable  to  them ;  and  the  rent  reserved  by  the 
lease  from  James  Wood  being  in  demand  from  both 
parties,  and  the  right  to  the  land  (in  which  the  Plaintiff 
has  no  hiterest)  being  the  only  subject  of  contention, 
the  case  is  a  proper  case  for  interpleader,  unless  there 
be  some  special  circumstances  to  make  it  otherwise; 
and  the  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  relief,  if  he  be  not  pre- 
cluded by  some  act  or  omission  of  his  own. 

It  has  been  argued,  that  the  Plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to 
relief,  because  of  his  delay  in  filing  the  bill  after  he 
had  notice  of  the  conflicting  claims,  and  because  of  his 
attempts  to  defend  himself  at  law,  by  his  action  of  re- 
plevin ;  and  still  more,  because  of  his  alleged  collusion 
with  the  Defendants,  the  co-heirs,  to.  whose  purposes, 
it  is  argued,  he  has  lent  himself  in  these  proceedings. 

It  does  not  appear  to  me  that  there  has  been  any 
improper  delay ;  and  though  I  had  some  hesitation  at 
first,  I  think,  that  the  defence  set  up  at  law  ought  not 
to  preclude  the  Plaintiff  from  relief  in  this  Court.  I 
have  felt  more  difficulty  as  to  the  supposed  connection 
between  the  Plaintiff  and  the  co-heirs. 

It  seems  that  the  expediency  of  instituting  this  suit 
was  suggested  to  the  Plaintiff  by  the  solicitor  of  fViliinSj 
the  tenant  of  another  portion  of  the  lands  in  dispute 
between  the  devisees  and  the  co-heirs  of  James  Wood, 

who 
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1841.  who  had  filed  a  bill  for  the  like  purpose,  and  obtaiDcd 
an  injunction.  The  solicitor  of  WiUdnSj  being  the  at- 
torney of  the  co-heirs  in  actions  of  ejectment  brought 
by  them  to  recover  the  lands  in  question,  and  the  effect 
of  the  interpleader  being,  if  successful,  such  as  to  an- 
swer an  alleged  puipose  of  the  co>heirs,  it  is  said,  that 
some  connection  at  least,  if  not  collusion,  must  neces- 
sarily be  inferred  from  the  conduct  which  is  pursued. 

The  devisees  naturally  desire  to  avoid  any  thing 
which  may  bear  the  appearance  of  their  being  turned 
out  of  possession  ;  and  it  is  their  avowed  object  to  pro- 
cure, as  speedily  as  possible,  an  examination  in  open 
court  of  the  witnesses  who  are  to  prove,  as  they  sup- 
pose, the  validity  of  the  will ;  and  not  being  able  to 
force  on  a  trial  of  the  ejectment,  in  which  they  do  not 
deny  the  title  would  be  better  proved,  tliey  insist  upon 
their  right,  and  allege  it  to  be  an  important  object  to 
them  to  proceed  upon  the  avowries  in  the  plaintiff's 
action  of  replevin ;  and  they  impute  to  the  co-heirs  a 
desire  to  turn  them  out  of  possession,  and  to  postpone 
the  examination  of  the  same  witnesses  in  open  court, 
till  some  proceedings  elsewhere  have  been  brought  to  a 
conclusion. 

The  co-heirs  do  not  deny  their  intention  to  postpone 
the  trial  of  the  ejectment,  but  they  assign  a  totally  dif- 
ferent motive ;  and  if  it  is  true  that  their  only  object  is 
such  as  is  stated,  it  does  not  appear  to  me  to  be  unrea- 
sonable. 

Upon  these  points  I  have  no  means  of  forming  any 
opinion ;  the  circumstances  are  such  as,  of  themselves, 
to  lead  to  a  conjecture  that  the  plaintifl^  may  be  aiding 
the  purpose  of  the  co-heirs ;  but  I  think  that  the  affi- 
davits are  such  as  to  make  it  impossible  for  me  to  come 
to  that  conclusion. 

The 
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The  continuance  of  the  injunctioni  therefore)  depends       1841. 
on  the  question,  whether  this  is  a  proper  case  of  inter- 
pleader. 

The  special  circumstances  relied  upon,  are  those  which 
tend  to  shew,  that  after  the  death  of  James  Wood  the 
PlaintifT  attorned  to,  and  commenced  a  new  holding 
under  the  devisees;  and  it  is  argued,  that  however 
doubtful  it  may  be,  whether,  under  the  circumstances,  a 
new  holding  commenced  or  not,  yet  that  it  is  a  question 
raised  upon  a  case  subsisting  between  the  Plaintiff  and 
the  devisees,  independent  of  the  question  of  title  sub- 
sisting between  the  devisees  and  the  co-heirs,  and  is  to  be 
determined  on  the  Plaintiff's  behalf  by  the  establishment 
of  the  case  for  himself  against  the  devisees ;  and  that  the 
mere  existence  of  such  a  question,  precludes  the  Plaintiff 
from  the  right  to  bring  a  bill  of  interpleader. 

I  cannot,  however,  think,  that  the  mere  suggestion  of 
a  question  between  the  Plaintiff  and  one  of  the  Defend- 
ants to  a  bill  of  interpleader  is  a  sufficient  bar  to  any 
relief  being  given  by  the  bill. 

It  is  evident  in  this  case  that  the  question  of  title 
between  the  devisees  and  co-heirs  is  the  only  substantial, 
if  not  the  only  existing  question  between  those  parties. 
The  answer,  though  it  states  the  transactions  said  to 
amount  to  an  attornment,  does  not  insist  on  them  as 
affording  a  distinct  subject  of  contest  with  the  Plaintiff. 
In  argument,  indeed,  the  point  has  been  strenuously 
brought  forward ;  but,  under  such  circumstances,  I  con- 
sider it  to  be  my  duty  to  look  at  the  facts  out  of  which 
the  question  arises,  for  the  purpose  of  considering  whe- 
ther there  is  such  a  question  to  be  tried,  as  will  preclude 
the  Plamtiff  from  seeking  the  relief  he  now  asks  for. 

Vol.  hi.  Rr  In 


V, 

Wood, 
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184].  In  the  case  of  Clarke  v.  Byfie{a)  an  attornment  was 

Jew^"^  relied  on  as  disentitling  the  PlaintifT  to  maintain  a  bill 
of  interpleader,  but  the  demurrer  was  overruled;  mad 
being  of  opinion  that  the  attornment  in  this  case,  if 
such  it  were,  could  not  give  to  the  devisees  agunst  the 
Plaintiff  any  claim  or  title  independently  of  that  which 
they  claimed  as  devisees,  it  does  not  appear  to  me  that 
there  is  any  fact  to  be  tried  any  question  but  that  of  the 
tide  between  the  devisees  and  the  co-heirs ;  and,  think* 
ing  this  a  proper  case  of  interpleader,  I  must  refuse  to 
discharge  the  order  for  the  injunction,  {b) 

(a)  18  Vet.  3S3,  (&)  Affirmed  1  Craig.  4*  PA.  185. 


Note. — The  cause  was  heard  by  Sir  J,  L,  Kmgkt  Bruce,  on  the 
17th  of  March  1842,  when  the  injunction  was  continued:  the 
Plaintiff*  was  ordered  to  pay  his  rent  into  court,  and  was  awarded 
his  costs  of  suit  out  of  the  fund  in  court.  The  other  costs  \ 
reserved. 
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1841. 


ELLIS  V.  MAXWELL.  March  19.81. 

26. 

nnHE  testator  William  Maxwell  by  his  will,  dated  25th  p^  p^rty, 

-■-    of  March  1818,  after  referring  to  the  insanity  of  ^''^^^^^f^^ 

bis  son  John  MaxweU,  devised  his  freehold  estates  to  his  not  vested, 

wife  the  Defendant  Jane  Maxwell,  and  to  the  PlaintiHs  ^^^^  "°^*% 

tne  terms  ot  a 

in  fee,  to  the  intent  that  his  wife  might  receive  an  an-  power  in  a 

nuitv  ^'"'«n^''^«^ 
""'V   tomainte- 

nance,  even  after  attaining  twenty-one. 

The  TkelluttoH  act  (39  &  40  G,  3.  e.  98.),  does  not  permit  accumulation  during 
a  minority  and  any  time  to  elapse  between  the  death  of  the  testator  and  the  com- 
mencement of  the  minority,  or  in  favour  of  any  person  who  would  not,  for  the  time 
being,  if  of  full  age,  be  entitled  to  the  annual  produce  of  the  fund. 

A  testator  directed  the  accumulation  of  the  whole  of  his  personal  estate  for  the 
benefit  of  his  grandchildren ;  and  he  gave  to  his  wife  "any  thing  which  he  mi^ht 
not  have  sufficiently  disposed  of."  Held,  that  the  accumulations  of  the  fund,  which 
were  void  uniler  the  Thelluuon  Act,  belonged  to  the  widow,  notwithstanding  the 
grandchildren  took  vested  interests. 

A  testator  devised  his  freeholds  to  pa;^  certain  annuities,  and  accumulate  the 
surplus  rents  so  as  to  become  part  of  his  personal  estate:  and,  subject  to  the 
charges,  to  the  use  of  the  first  and  other  sons  of  his  son  A.  in  tail,  with  remainder 
to  his  daughter  S.  for  life,  with  remainder  to  her  first  and  other  sons  in  tail,  &c. ;  and 
he  directed  that  no  person  should,  under  the  limitations,  become  entitled  in  posses- 
sion while  any  antecedent  limitation  remained  in  contingency.  And  he  gave  his 
personal  estate  to  the  children  of  A.  and  S.^  **  except  the  eldest  son,'*  to  be  trans- 
ferred to  all  his  younger  grandchildren,  equally  to  be  divided  between  them  as  and 
when  the  sons  attained  twenty-one,  and  the  daughters  attained  that  age  or  married,  it 
being  his  will  that  each  of  their  several  shares  and  interests  should  become  vetted  tt 
that  age,  or  the  previous  matriage  of  daughters,  though  such  shares  should  not  become 
payable  or  iraiumuMe  till  after  the  demise  of  both  his  son  and  daughter ;  but,  in 
the  meantime,  he  empowered  his  trustees,  though  the  parents  of  his  grandchildren 
should  be  living,  to  apply  the  interest  of  each  grandchild's  **  ttreiumptive  share, 
even  including  an  eldest  son's  share,  in  their  maintenance  and  education;"  and  the 
surplus  was  to  accumulate  and  be  pavabie  along  with  their  respective  original 
shares  when  the  same  became  vested  and  transmissible,  and  the  payments  were  to  be 
allowed  to  the  trustees,  though  such  grandchildren  should  not  gain  a  vested  interest. 
And  the  testator  declared,  that  after  the  death  of  A.  and  i?.,  as  well  as  during  their 
lives,  his  trustees  should  in  the  mean  time  and  until  the  share  or  shares  of  all  his 
grandchildren  of  and  in  the  trust  funds  should  become  vested  and  assignable,  trans- 
ferrable,  or  payable,  apply  the  dividends  of  the  trust  funds  towards  the  maintenance 
and  education  of  eveiy  such  child  and  children  respectively,  including  even  the 
eldest 

A.  and  B.  were  still  living ;  A,  had  no  children,  but  B,  had  an  eldest  son  and 
other  children.  Held,  first,  that  the  eldest  son  of  B.  had  not  a  vested  interest  in 
the  personal  estate ;  secondly,  that  the  other  children  took  vested  interests,  subject 
to  be  divested  partially  by  the  birth  of  other  children ;  and,  thirdly,  that  all  the 
children  of  B.,  including  the  eldest  sou,  who  had  attained  twenty-one,  were  entitled 
to  have  maintenance. 

Rr  2 
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1841.  nuity  of  1000/.  Tor  her  life  out  of  the  rents  and  profits 
if  sufficient,  bat  if  not  then  out  of  his  personal  estate ; 
and  to  the  further  intent  that  his  son  JMn  Marmell 
might  receive  or  have  applied  for  his  benefit,  an  annuity 
of  lOOO/.,  which  might  be  increased  under  circumstances 
in  the  will  mentioned;  and  the  testator  directed  the 
residue  of  the  rents,  so  charged,  to  be  invested  and  accu- 
mulated, to  the  end  that  the  same  might  become  part  of 
his  personal  estate.  And,  subject  to  the  charges,  the  tes- 
tator directed  his  trustees  to  stand  seized  of  his  freehold 
estate,  to  the  use  of  the  first  son  of  the  body  of  his  son 
John  in  tail  male,  with  remainder  to  the  other  sons  of 
his  son  Johfij  successively  in  tail  male,  with  remainder 
to  his  daughter  Ann  lAfte  for  life,  with  remainder  to  the 
use  of  the  first  son  of  the  body  of  Ann  Lyte  in  tail  male, 
with  remainder  to  the  other  sons  of  the  body  of  Ann 
Lyte^  successively  in  tail  male,  with  remainder  to  the 
daughters  of  his  son  John  and  daughter  Ann  lAftt  as 
tenants  in  common  in  tail,  with  other  remainders  over. 
And  the  testator  directed,  that  no  person  should  under 
the  limitations  and  trusts  aforesaid  become  entitled  to 
the  lands  in  possession,  or  to  the  rents  and  profits  thereof 
during  such  time  as  any  antecedent  limitations  remained 
in  contingency. 

The  testator  then  disposed  of  his  leasehold  estates ; 
and  he  gave  his  personal  estate  to  his  trustees  and 
executors  desiring  them  to  pay  his  debts  and  certain 
legacies ;  and  he  dii-ected  that  after  payment  of  his  debts 
and  legacies,  his  trustees  should  stand  possessed  of  his 
personal  estate,  upon  the  trusts  after  mentioned,  for  the 
benefit  of  all  the  sons  and  daughters  of  his  son  John 
MoTwell  and  his  daughter  Ann  LytCj  ^^save  and  except  a 
first  born  or  eldest  son,  or  such  other  son  as  by  the  death 
of  an  elder  brother  might  become  an  eldest  son,  and  as 
such  would  be  entitled  to  a  considerable  portion  of  his 

fortune 
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fortune  under  the  limitations  of  his  will,  whether  such  1841. 
eldest  son  should  be  the  son  of  John  MarweU  or  of  Ann 
LfftCj  but  the  son  of  his  said  son  John  Maxwell  was  to 
be  preferred  before  the  son  of  the  testator's  said  daughter; 
and  to  that  end,  he  directed  the  trustees  to  transfer  the 
trust  funds  unto  all  his  younger  grandchildren  equally 
to  be  divided  between  them,  as  and  when  being  sons 
they  should  attain  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  or  being 
daughters  they  should  attain  that  age  or  be  previously 
married,  it  being  his  will,  that  each  of  their  several  shares 
and  interests  should  become  vested  at  that  age  or  the 
previous  marriage  of  daughters,  though  such  shares 
should  not  become  payable  or  transmissible  until  after 
the  demise  of  both  his  son  and  daughter;"  and  he 
directed,  that  if  only  one  grandchild  should  live  to  at- 
tain such  vested  interest,  the  whole  fund  should  go  to 
such  only  grandchild. 

But  in  the  mean  time  his  will  was,  that  although  the 
parents  of  hb  grandchildren,  or  either  of  them  should  be 
living,  it  should  be  lawful  for  the  trustees  to  apply  the  in- 
terest of  each  grandchild's  jpir5MRp/ioef  share,  even  includ- 
ing an  eldest  son's  share,  or  such  portion  thereof  as  in 
their  discretion  they  should  think  fit,  in  the  maintenance 
and  education  of  all  his  grandchildren,  or  in  aid  thereof; 
and  the  surplus,  if  any,  was  to  be  laid  out  and  accu- 
mulate, and  be  payable  and  paid  along  with  their  re- 
spective original  shares  when  the  same  should  become 
vested  and  transmissible^  together  with  all  such  benefits 
of  survivorship,  amongst  his  younger  children  as  after 
mentioned ;  and  such  several  applications  and  payments 
by  the  trustees  were  to  be  allowed  in  their  accounts, 
even  though  such  grandchildren  so  maintained  and 
educated  should  not  afterwards  live  to  gain  a  vested 
interest  under  his  will.  The  will  then  provided  for 
Br  S  giving 
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1841.  giving  to  surviving  grandchildren  the  benefit  of  the 
original  or  accruing  share  of  any  who  should  die  with- 
out having  acquired  a  vested  interest.  And  the  tes- 
tator then  expressed  his  will  to  be,  that  from  and  after 
the  decease  of  both  his  son  John  MaxweU  and  his 
daughter  Ann  Lyte^  as  well  as  during  the  lives  of  both, 
or  the  life  of  one  of  them,  his  trustees  should  in  the 
mean  time  and  until  the  share  or  shares  of  all  his 
grandchildren  of  and  in  the  trust  funds  should  become 
vested  and  assignable^  transferrable,  or  payable  to  him, 
her,  or  them  respectively,  pay,  apply,  and  dispose  of 
the  dividends,  interest,  and  annual  proceeds  of  the  trust 
funds,  or  any  part  thereof,  in  and  towards  the  main- 
tenance and  education  of  every  such  child  and  children 
respectively,  including  even  the  eldest,  in  such  manner 
as  the  trustees  should  in  their  discretion  think  fit. 
The  testator  afterwards  directed,  that  if  there  should  be 
any  thing  which  he  might  not  sufficiently  have  disposed 
of,  the  same  should  go  and  belong  to  his  wife  Jane 
Maxwell  as  his  residuary  legatee. 

At  the  date  of  the  will  the  testator's  son  John  Max-- 
well  was,  and  still  remained,  a  lunatic  and  unmarried. 

The  testator  died  on  the  8th  of  September  1818. 

The  daughter  Ann  Lyte  had  no  child  born  at  the 
time  of  the  testator's  death.  She  had  since  had  four 
children,  the  eldest  of  whom  was  born  on  the  29th  of 
September  1818,  and  consequently  attained  his  age  of 
twenty-one  years  on  the  29th  of  September  1839.  The 
youngest  was  born  on  the  10th  of  January  1828. 

The  term  of  twenty-one  years  after  the  testator's 
death  expired  on  the  8th  oi  September  18S9« 

The 
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The  will  was  very  inaccurately  expressed,  and  was 
in  some  respects  contradictory ;  and  several  questions 
were  raised  upon  the  construction. 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Purvis^  for  the  Plainti£&,  who 
were  two  trustees. 

Mr.  Lewin^  for  Jane  Maraell,  the  widow  and  residuary 
legatee,  contended  that  the  bequest  of  the  residuary 
estate  amounted,  in  effect,  to  a  trust  for  accumulation 
during  the  lives  of  the  testator's  son  and  daughter, 
and  the  survivor  of  them ;  that  it  was  void  for  the 
excess  above  twenty-one  years ;  and  that  the  widow  was 
entitled  to  die  income  which  could  not  lawfully  be  ac- 
cumulated. He  further  contended  that  the  trustees  had 
no  power  to  apply  any  part  of  the  income  towards  the 
maintenance  of  any  grandchild  who  had  attained  the  age 
of  twenty-one  years. 

Mr.  Kindersley^  for  the  Defendant  Henry  William 
Marmell  Lyte,  who  was  the  eldest  son  of  Mrs.  Lytey 
and  had  attained  his  age  of  twenty-one  years,  con- 
tended, that  although  he  was  now  the  eldest  grandson, 
yet  that  as  he  might  be  excluded  from  all  benefit  of  the 
limitations  of  the  real  estate  by  the  birth  of  a  son  of 
John  Maxwelli  and  was,  during  that  contingency  and 
the  life  of  his  mother,  excluded  from  any  interest  in 
possession  in  the  lands,  he  ought  to  be  considered  as  a 
younger  grandchild,  and  as  having  acquired  a  vested  in- 
terest in  a  share  of  the  personal  estate ;  and  he  claimed 
either  to  have  such  share  now  paid  to  him,  or,  at  least, 
to  have  his  right  thereto  declared ;  and  if  he  should  not 
succeed  in  establishing  that  claim,  he  contended,  that 
even  as  eldest  grandson  he  was  entitled  to  have  an 
allowance  for  his  maintenance  and  education,  until  the 
shares  of  the  younger  grandchildren  became  payable. 

Rr  ^  Mr. 
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1841.  Mr.  Tintuy  and  Mr.  Morley^  for  the  younger  grand- 

children, contended  that  Henry  WiUiam  MaxweU  Lgfte^ 
beingi  at  this  time,  eldest  grandson,  entitled  in  expec- 
tancy to  the  freehold  estate,  could  not,  whilst  he  held 
that  character,  be  entitled  to  a  share  of  the  personal 
estate,  though  he  might  become  so,  if,  by  the  birth  of  a 
son  of  John  Maraoell^  his  expectancy  should  be  farther 
postponed ;  and  they  submitted  to  the  Court,  whether 
he  was  entitled  to  an  allowance  for  his  maintenance  cot 
of  the  income. 

For  the  younger  grandchildren,  it  was  further  con- 
tended, that  the  trust  for  accumulation,  whether  ex- 
pressed or  implied,  was  a  trust  during  the  minorities 
of  children,  who,  *  under  the  uses  of  the  will,  would,  if 
of  full  age,  be  entitled  to  the  income :  that  such  ac- 
cumulation was  lawful  under  the  statute.  It  was  also 
insisted  on  their  behalf,  that  when  they  respectively  at- 
tained the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  they  would  become 
entitled  to  vested  interests,  subject  only  to  partial  divest- 
ment, in  the  event  of  other  grandchildren  coming  into 
existence ;  but  that  until  such  grandchildren  should  be 
born,  each  of  the  present  younger  grandchildren  would, 
on  attaining  twenty-one  years  of  age,  be  entitled  to 
receive  the  income  arising  from  his  or  her  presumptive 
share* 

The  following  authorities  were  referred  to:  —  39 & 
40  G.  8.  c.  98.,  MiUs  v.  Norris  (a\  Haley  v.  Bannis- 
ter (i).  Sham  v.  Rhodes  (c)^  ONeiU  v.  Lucas  (if),  Mac- 
danald  v.  Bryce  (^),  Eyre  v.  Marsden  {g\  Pride  v. 
Fooks  (A),  ExHins  v.  HeUier  (f ) 

The 

(a)  S  Vet.  S5S.  {e)  lb.  276. 

[b)  4  Mad.  215.  (g)  lb.  564. 
{<?)  1  Myl.  i  Cr.  155.  (A)  2  BeamHy  430. 
(rf)  2  Keen,  315,  (i)  5  CI.  ^  Fin.  1 1 4. 
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The  Master  of  the  Rolls,  after  stating  the  circum-        1841. 
stances  and  the  points  argued,  observed  as  follows :  — ' 
The  will  is  very  inaccurately  expressed,  and  is  in  some 
respects  contradictory,  and  several  questions  are  raised 
upon  the  construction. 

As  there  is  not  at  present  any  surplus  of  the  rents  of 
the  real  estates,  and  as  none  of  the  younger  grand- 
children have  attained  the  age  of  twenty-one  years, 
some  of  the  questions' which  arise  upon  this  will  do  not 
now  require  decision.  The  questions  which  it  is  neces- 
sary to  consider  are, 

1.  Whether  the  Defendant,  Henty  William  Marwell 
Lgfte^  the  eldest  grandson  for  the  time  being,  is  entitled 
to  a  vested  interest  in  a  share  of  the  personal  estate. 

2.  If  he  is  not,  whether  he  is,  nevertheless,  entitled 
to  an  allowance  for  his  maintenance  and  education,  or 
for  his  maintenance,  out  of  the  income  of  the  personal 
estate,  notwithstanding  his  having  attained  his  age  of 
twenty-one  years. 

3.  Whether  the  trust  for  accumulation  is  void  for 
the  time  exceeding  twenty-one  years,  after  the  testator^s 
death. 

1.  As  to  the  first  it  appears  to  me,  that  the  words 
*<  save  and  except  a  first-bom  or  eldest  son,  who,  as 
such,  will  be  entitled  to  a  considerable  portion  of  my 
fortune  under  the  limitations  of  this  my  will,"  the  eldest 
son  answering  that  description  is  excluded  from  the 
class  for  whose  benefit  the  capital  of  the  personal 
estate  is  given ;  and  this  construction  is,  I  think,  con- 
firmed by  the  mode  in  which  the  testator  has  taken 
care  to  provide  for  the  maintenance  of  such  eldest  son 

out 
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1 84 1  •  out  of  the  income ;  thinking  it  necessary,  on  two  distinct 
occasions,  to  include  him  specially  as  one  of  the  grand- 
children to  be  so  maintained.  It  may  happen  that  a 
son  of  John  Maxwell  may  be  bom ;  such  son  will,  by 
the  express  words  of  the  will,  be  entitled  to  a  prior  in- 
terest in  the  real  estate ;  and,  in  that  event,  the  eldest 
son  of  Mrs.  LffU  will,  I  conceive,  upon  the  construction, 
have  the  rights  of  a  younger  grandchild  to  a  share  of 
the  personal  estate;  but  at  present,  I  think,  that  he  is 
not  entitled  to  a  vested  interest  in  the  capital* 

2.  I  think  that  the  intention  to  be  collected  from  the 
will  is,  that  the  shares  of  the  grandchildren  should  not 
be  paid  during  the  lives  ofjokn  Maxwell  and  Mrs.  I^e^ 
or  the  life  of  the  survivor  of  them.  The  testator  has 
distinctly  contemplated  tlie  two  periods  of  time,  the  time 
of  vesting  and  the  time  of  payment;  but  the  will  is 
expressed  very  inaccurately  as  to  what  b  to  be  done  on 
each  occasion,  and  in  the  mean  times.  In  one  place  he 
directs  the  shares  to  be  paid  to  the  grandchildren,  as 
and  when  they  respectively  attain  the  age  of  twenty-one 
years ;  in  the  same  clause  he  says,  that  the  shares  are 
to  vest  at  twenty-one,  but  not  become  payable  or  trans- 
missible till  after  the  death  of  both  his  son  and  daughter ; 
and  having  in  one  place  expressed  himself  so  as  to  ex- 
clude an  eldest  son  from  any  share,  he  in  another  place 
speaks  of  an  eldest  son's  share.  But,  upon  the  result 
of  the  whole,  I  think,  that  according  to  the  terms  of 
the  will,  the  eldest  son,  though  excluded  from  a  vested 
interest  in  the  capital,  is  entitled  to  an  allowance  out  of 
the  income  for  his  maintenance  and  education;  and 
then  the  question  is,  whether  the  trustees  have  authority 
to  continue  this  allowance  after  the  eldest  son's  attain- 
ment of  twenty-one  years  of  age.  And  whatever  am- 
biguity there  may  be  in  the  first  clause  relating  to 
maintenance,  I  think  that,  upon  the  second,  the  trustees 

have 
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have  such  authority.     The  words  are,  **  that  from  and        1841. 
after  the  decease  of  both  his  son  and  daughter,  as  well     ^^'^'^^ 
as  during  the  lives  of  both,  or  the  life  of  one  of  them,  i;. 

the  trustees  shall,  in  the  meantime,  and  until  the  shares  M^'^""*- 
of  all  the  grandchildren  shall  become  vested  and  as* 
signable,  and  transferrable  or  payable  to  him,  her,  or 
them  respectively,  pay,  apply,  and  dispose  of  the  in- 
come or  any  part  thereof,  in  and  towards  the  main- 
tenance and  education  of  every  such  child  or  children, 
including  even  the  eldest  son,  in  such  manner  as  they 
shall  think  fit.". 

This  clause  is  expressed  generally,  without  distinctly 
referring  to  the  ages  of  the  children ;  the  words  **  vested 
and  assignable,  transferrable  or  payable,"  appear  to  me 
to  shew,  that  the  testator  contemplated  a  period  beyond 
the  time,  when,  according  to  the  former  clause,  the 
shares  were  to  become  vested,  but  not  payable  or  trans- 
missible; and  upon  the  best  consideration  which  I  have 
been  able  to  give  to  the  case,  I  think  that  there  are  no 
words  in  the  will  which  lead  necessarily  to  the  conclu- 
sion, that  the  operation  of  this  clause,  which  itself  con- 
templates a  longer  period,  should  be  confined  to  the 
minorities  of  the  children,  who  are  to  be  maintained  in 
the  event  of  a  majority  being  attained,  during  the  lives 
of  the  son  and  daughter.  I  am  therefore  of  opinion, 
that  the  Defendant  Henry  William  MarmeU  Lyte  is 
entitled  to  an  allowance  for  his  maintenance^  notwith- 
standing his  having  attained  his  age  of  twenty-one 
years. 

S.  With  respect  to  the  question  relating  to  accumula- 
tion, the  words  of  the  statute  permit  accumulation  for 
the  term  of  twenty-one  years  from  the  death  of  the  tes- 
tator ;  or  during  the  minorities  of  any  person  who  shall 
be  living,  or  in  venire  sa  mere  at  the  time  of  the  death 

of 
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1841.  of  the  testator;  or  during  the  minority  only  of  any  per- 
son, who,  under  the  uses  of  the  will,  would  for  the  time 
being,  if  of  full  age,  be  entitled  to  the  annual  produce 
directed  to  be  accumulated. 

Mrs.  Mojcwell  admits  the  accumulation  to  be  good 
for  twenty-one  years;  she  has  scarcely  suggested  that 
it  may  not  be  good  during  the  minority  of  Henry  Wil'^ 
liam  Marwell  Lyie,  who  was  in  ventre  sa  mere  at  the 
time  of  the  testator's  death  ;  but  she  insists  that  it  can 
be  good  no  longer;  whilst  the  younger  grandchiidrea 
insist,  that  they  are  persons  who  under  the  uses  created 
by  the  testator,  will  upon  attaining  the  age  of  twenty- 
one  years  be  entitled  to  the  annual  produce  of  the  whole 
fund. 

The  difficulty  of  attributing  a  distinct  and  efficient 
meaning  to  all  the  words  of  this  act  has  frequently 
been  acknowledged.  If  the  accumulation  is  permitted 
only  during  the  minority  of  a  person  entitled  under 
the  uses  of  the  will,  and  no  time  is  to  be  allowed,  either 
before  the  minority  commences  or  after  it  has  ceased, 
it  does  not  seem  that  any  thing  is  added  to  the  per- 
mission to  accumulate  during  the  minority  of  a  person 
living  at  the  death  of  the  testator.  But  taking  the 
words  as  they  are,  they  do  not  appear  to  permit  accu- 
mulaUon  during  a  minority  and  any  time  to  elapse 
between  the  death  of  the  testator  and  the  commence* 
ment  of  the  minority,  or  in  favour  of  any  person  who 
would  not  for  the  time  being,  if  of  full  age,  be  entitled 
to  the  annual  produce  of  the  fund ;  and  accordingly,  in 
the  case  of  Longdon  v.  Simson  (a),  where  an  accun^ula- 
tion  was  intended  to  be  made  till  unborn  children 
attained   twenty-one,    Sir  WiUiam   Grant  decreed  an 

accumulation 

(a)  \2Vei.295. 
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accumulation  for  twenty-one  years  only;  and  in  Haley  1S41 
v.  Bannister  {a\  Sir  John  Leach  expressed  his  opinion 
to  be,  that  the  statute  prevents  an  accumulation  during 
the  minority  of  an  unborn  child.  These  cases  prevent 
me  from  considering,  that  upon  the  construction  of  the 
act  the  accumulation  would  be  lawful  during  the  mi- 
nority of  any  grandchild  born  after  the  death  of  the 
testator.  Moreover,  upon  the  construction  of  this  will, 
it  will  have  to  be  considered  whether  the  younger  grand- 
children attaining  twenty-one  will  be  entitled  to  the 
annual  produce  of  the  fund,  altliough  it  may  be  lawful 
for  the  trustees  to  make  them  an  allowance  for  their 
maintenance  and  education  out  of  it,  after  they  have 
attained  twenty-one. 

In  the  view  which  I  have  taken  of  the  case,  it  does 
not  appear  to  me  that  the  circumstance  of  the  younger 
children  taking  vested  interests  at  twenty-one  makes 
any  material  difference.  They  will,  as  it  seems  to  me, 
be  vested  interests,  subject  to  be  partially  devested  by 
the  births  of  after  born  children ;  but  in  Eyre  v.  Mars-- 
den  the  interests  were  vested  on  the  death  of  the  tes- 
tator, subject  to  be  devested  in  a  particular  event ;  and 
yet  the  grandchildren  were  held  not  to  be  entitled  till 
the  time  of  distribution  appointed  by  the  testator. 

It  appears,  therefore,  to  me,  that  the  trust  for  accu- 
mulation after  the  attainment  of  twenty-one  years  by 
William  Henry  Maxwell  lA/te  is  void;  that  an  allow- 
ance ought  to  be  made,  out  of  the  annual  produce  of 
the  fund  accumulateil  up  to  that  time,  for  the  main- 
tenance and  education  of  all  the  grandchild i*en,  includ- 
ing William  Henry  Maxwell  Lyte;  and  that  the  surplus 
if  any  of  such  annual  produce  bdongs  to  Jane  Marwell 
as  residuary  legatee. 

{a)  4  Mad,  277. 
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March  25.  BROWN  V.  SA WER. 

One  of  two      rpHIS  bill  was  filed  by  William  Frederick  Drawn  and 
who  had  au-  Martha  Gresham  against  several  Defendants,  pur- 

thorised  the     suant  to  a  written  retainer  iriven  by  them  to  their  so- 

insutution  of  o  i^ 

a  suit,  refused   Hcitor. 

to  proceed. 

therein.    The 

other  Plamtiff       After  the  answers  had  been  got  in,  the  Plaintiff  fK 

motion  an       ^*  Brown  alone  disapproved  of  the  suit,  and  was  desirous 

order  to  that  the  same  should  be  compromised ;  and  by  a  written 

making  him  a   notice  given  to  his  solicitor,  he  withdrew  from  tlie  suit, 

Defendant,       n^j  forbade  him  taking  any  further  steps  therein^   This 

the  costs.         was  stated  in  the  answer  of  one  of  the  Defendants,  and 

was  also  proved  by  affidavit. 

A  motion  was  now  made,  on  behalf  of  Matiha 
Gresham^  the  other  Co-plaintiff  in  this  suit,  that  she 
might  be  at  liberty  to  amend  the  bill  by  striking  out  the 
name  of  W.  F.  Brown  as  a  Co-plaintiff,  and  by  making 
him  a  Defendant ;  and  that  fV.  F.  Brown  might  be  or- 
dered to  pay  to  Martha  Gresham  the  costs  occasioned 
by  such  amendment,  and  also  the  costs  of  giving  any 
security  for  costs,  which  the  Defendants  or  any  or 
either  of  them  might  be  declared  entitled  to,  in  conse- 
quence of  such  amendment,  and  incidental  thereto ;  and 
also  the  costs  of  and  incident  to  this  application,  to  be 
taxed  as  between  solicitor  and  client 

Mr.  Anderdon^  in  support  of  the  motion,  referred  to 
a  case  of  Miller  v.  Smith  {a)  (before  the  Vice-Chancellor 
in  18S9)  and  Small  v.  Atwood.  lb) 

Mr. 
{a)  He  stated  this  case  in  the      ing   at  issue,  one  of  the  Co- 
following  terms  :  —  A  cause  be-     pkintiffs,  for  good  reasons,  re- 
fused 
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Mr.  mUcock  for  the  Plaintiff  Braam^  and  1 84 1 . 

Mr.  Terrell^  for  the  principal  Defendant)  opposed  the 
motion ;  and  contended  that,  although  a  Plaintiff  might 
be  made  a  Defendant  where  his  evidence  was  required  as 
a  witness,  still  one  Plaintiff  could  not,  adversely,  obtain 
such  an  order  as  was  now  asked,  merely  because  he 
could  not  agree  with  his  Co-plaintiff  in  the  mode  of 
prosecuting  the  suit ;  especially  where,  as  in  the  present 
case,  the  state  of  the  pleadings  would  be  materially 
altered;  Holkirk  v.  H6lkirk{c\  LUydv.  Maieam  {d)f 
Motteux  V.  Mackreih{e)f  The  Attorney-General  v. 
Cooper  {g). 

Mr.  Hall  appeared  for  other  Defendants,  who  had  no 
objection. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls.  I  think  I  must  make  the 
order.  It  is  a  case  in  which  two  Plaintiffs  claiming 
similar  rights  gave  joint  authority  to  institute  the  suit 
The  bill  was  filed,  and  the  answer  states  that  one  of 
the  Plaintiffs  impeaches  the  propriety  of  the  suit;  by  letter 
also  he  forbids  its  further  prosecution,  and  thus  com- 
promises the  rights  of  the  other  Co-plaintiff.  If  the  case 
stood  here,  I  believe  it  would  be  in  the  same  situation  as 
Small  V.  Atwood;  but  this  case  goes  further;  for  the 
Plaintiff,  who  had,  in  this  case,  given  written  instructions 

to 

fused  to  proceed;  this  refitsal  of  that  the  Co-plaintiflT making  the 

one  paralyzed  the  proceedings,  application  should  have  the  fu- 

and  the  other  Plaintiff  gave  no-  ture  conduct  of  the  cause,  and 

tice  of  motion  to  be  at  liberty  that  the  other  Co-plaintiff  should 

to  have  the  future  prosecution  pay  the  costs  of  the  application, 

of  the  case,  and  to  name  a  soli-  (b)  raunge,  407. 

citor  to  act  therein.    The  only  (c)  4  Madd.  SO, 

other  course  would  have  been  (d)  6  Vet,  \AS. 

to  have  dismissed  the  bill.    The  {e)  1  Vet,  jun.  1 43. 

Vice-Chancellor  made  an  order  (g)  5  JUy.  4*  CV.  261. 
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to  his  solicitor,  afterwards  revokes  the  authority,  and 
prevents  the  other  Plaintiff  going  on  with  the  suit. 
The  case  is  within  the  words  of  the  case  of  The  At^ 
iormy-General  v.  Cooper^  the  suit  cannot  be  prosecoted 
unless  the  alteration  is  made,  and  therefore  '<  justice 
will  not  be  done  unless  the  alteration  is  made.**  I  think, 
therefore,  that  this  order  must  be  made,  but  on  such 
terms  as  will  be  just  towards  the  Defendants,  and  by 
securing  the  costs  of  suit  already  incurred ;  and  Mr. 
Brtmrif  the  Co-plaintiff,  having,  by  revoking  the  au- 
thority, made  this  application  necessary,  ought  therefore 
to  pay  the  costs. 


Mar^  8.  31. 


COLLINS  V.  COLLYER. 


Under  the 
1  >F.4.  e.36. 
a  decree,  even 
when  there  is 
but  one  De- 
fendant, can- 
not be  taken 
pro  confeuo 
on  motion. 


^I^HE  sole  Defendant  in  this  cause  was  taken  upon  an 
-'-  attachment  for  want  of  answer  in  June  1840,  and 
on  the  2d  of  November  following  he  was  turned  over  to 
the  Beet. 

The  Defendant  was  now  brought  up  by  fiabeas  corpus 
under  the  2d  Rule  1  fV.  ^.  c.  S6.,  in  order  that  the  bill 
might  be  taken  pro  confeuo  against  him. 


The  cause  had  not  been  set  down  to  be  heard. 


Mr.  Torriano  now  proposed  to  take  upon  motion 
such  decree  as  the  Plaintiff  could  abide  by ;  he  cited 
Seagrave  v.  Edwards  {a\  in  which  it  was  held  a  bill 

might 

{a)  And  see  Lewis  v.  Martk^ 
2  Sim.  4-  St,  820.;  Woottamt  T. 
Baker^  6  Sim.  516.;  Baker  y. 
Keen,  4  5tiii.  498.  The  cause 
may  be  advanced  to  be  taken 


pro  confesto  ;  B'arwick  v.  JVard^ 
S  Sim.  675. ;  Hart  r.  AAUm,  1 
Mad.XlS.i  Hoyfe  v.  Levetay, 
1  Mer.SSl. 
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might  be  taken  pro  confesso  on  motion  where  there  is 
only  one  Defendant. 

T'he  Master  of  the  Rolls.  The  act  of  parliament 
directs  that  upon  the  Defendant  being  brought  up  in 
order  that  the  bill  may  be  taken  pro  confesso  against 
him,  ^<  such  decree  shall  thereupon  be  made  as  shall  be 
just."  The  cause  is  to  be  heard,  and  the  decree  pro- 
nounced by  the  Court;  and  this  cannot  be  so  conve- 
niently or  satisfactorily  done  on  motion.  I  think  that 
the  case  should  be  set  down,  {a) 
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1841. 


Collins 

COLLYER. 


(a)  The  Lord  Chancellor  after- 
wards discharged  the  Defendant 
upon  grounds  not  stated  at  the 
Rolls,  see  1  CV.  4-  Ph.  262.    The 


Master  of  the  Rolls  merely  de- 
cided that  the  decree  could  not 
be  made  on  motion.  ^eeHaj/nei 
V.  Ball,  pott. 


Vol-  III. 


AN 


INDEX 
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ABATEMENT. 
See  Dismissal,  1,  2. 

ABSOLUTE  INTEREST. 

A  testator  directed  his  trustees  ''  to 
raise  5000^.  for  his  daughter^"  and 
to  invest  ''  his  said  daughter's 
legacy*'  and  pay  the  interest  to 
her  for  life,  for  her  separate  use, 
and  not  to  be  under  the  control 
of  any  husband,  with  remainder  to 
her  children  absolutely ;  and  he 
gave  her  the  power  of  appointing 
a  life  interest  to  her  husband. 
The  will  contained  no  ultimate 
limitation  of  the  property,  but 
charged  the  legacy  on  the  real 
estate  in  case  of  a  deficiency  of 
the  personalty.  Held,  that  sub- 
ject to  the  interests  given  to  the 
children,  the  daughter  took  an  ab- 
solute interest,  and  having  died 


unmarried,  that  her  personal  re- 
presentatives were  entitled  there- 
to.    Meyer  v.  Townsend. 

Page  44S 

ACCUMULATION. 

.  The  TheUusson  act  (39  &  40  G.  S. 
C.98.),  does  not  permit  accumu- 
lation during  a  minority  and  any 
time  to  elapse  between  the  death 
of  the  testator  and  Hie  commence- 
ment of  the  minority,  or  in  favour 
of  any  person  who  would  noty  for 
the  time  being,  if  of  full  age,  be 
entitled  to  the  annual  produce  of 
the  fund.    Ellis  v.  Maxwell.    587 

I.  A  testator  directed  the  accumu- 
lation of  the  whole  of  his  personal 
estate  for  the  benefit  of  his  grand- 
children ;  and  he  gave  to  his  wife 
«•  any  thing  which  he  might  not 
have  sufficiently  disposed  of." 
Held,  that  the  accumulations  of 
Ss  2  the 
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the  fund,  which  were  void  under 
the  Thellusson  Act,  belonged  to 
the  widowy  notwithstanding  the 
grandchildren  took  vested  in- 
terests.   Ellis  V.  Maxtoell. 

Page  587 

ADMINISTRATION  SUIT. 

A  bill  was  filed  by  a  creditor,  claim- 
ing in  respect  of  an  admitted 
breach  of  trust,  against  B.  and 
the  representatives  of  S.t  de- 
ceased ;  and  it  prayed  that  the 
accounts  might  be  taken,  and  the 
real  estate  of  S.  sold  and  applied 
in  paying  the  amount  due  to  the 
Plaintiff,  and  the  other  debts.  A 
sum  of  money  was  paid  into  Court 
in  this  suit,  and  a  decree  was  made 
against  the  assets  of  <S.  only,  and 
accounts  and  enquiries  were  di- 
rected. A  creditor's  suit  was  sub- 
sequently instituted  against  the 
representatives  of  5.,  and  the 
common  decree  made.  The  Plain- 
tiffs in  the  first  suit  claimed  the 
fund  in  Court,  in  priority  of  the 
creditors  in  the  second :  Held, 
however,  that  after  payment  of 
the  costs  of  the  first  suit,  it  ought 
to  be  applied,  In  a  due  course  of 
administration,  towards  payment 
of  all  the  creditors  of  S.  Smith 
V.  Birch.  10 

See  Legacy  Duty,  1. 

ADMIRALTY  COURT. 

See  Jurisdiction,  1. 

ADMISSION  OF  ASSETS. 
See  Executor,  1. 


ADMISSIONS. 
See  Practicb,  S. 

ADVANCING  EXCEPTIONS. 
See  Exceptions,  2. 

ADVANCING  FUND,  TO  TRY 

ISSUE. 

See  Practice,  1. 

AFFIDAVIT. 

1.  Affidavits  sworn  before  a  master 
extraordinary,  who  was  the  clerk 
of  the  Plaintiff's  attorney,  rejected. 
Wood  V.  Harper.  Page  290 

2.  Pending  a  reference  of  affidavits 
for  impertinence,  they  cannot  be 
used.  ^The  Court,  however,  will, 
in  such  a  case,  put  the  parties 
under  terms,  so  as  to  meet  the 
justice  of  the  case.  Pearse  v. 
Brook.  337. 

See  De  bene  esse,  2. 
Injunction,  1. 
Evidence,  2. 

AGREEMENT. 

See  Contract. 
Injunction,  3. 
Principal  and  Agent. 
Public  Policy. 
Statute  of  Frauds. 
Vendor  and  Purchaser. 


ALTERATION  OF  SPECIFICA- 
TION. 


See  Patent. 


AMEND- 
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AMENDxMENT. 

Liberty  being  given  to  amend,  the 
bill  was  amended  bj  striking  out 
the  names  of  several  co-Plaintiffs, 
and  suing  by  one  on  behalf  &c. 
of  the  others.  Held  irregular: 
but  the  Court  allowed  the  amend- 
ment to  stand,  security  being  given 
forcosu,    FeliofvesY.  Deere. 

Page  353 

See  Co-Plaintiffs. 
Costs,  2. 

ANNUAL  RESTS. 

See  Mortgagor  and  Mortgagee, 

1,  2,  3. 

* 

ANNUITY. 
See  Satisfaction. 

Cumulative  Legacy,  1,2. 
Personal  Estate. 

ANSWER. 
The  rule,  that  where  a  Defendant 
submits  to  answer  he  must  an- 
swer fully,  does  not  apply  where 
the  matter  of  discovery  is  imma- 
terial to  the  relief  sought  by  the 
bill.     Wood  V.  Hiichings.         504 

See  Exceptions^  1. 
Insufficiency. 

ASSETS. 

See  Executor,  1. 
Revocation,  2. 

ASSIGNEE. 
See  Vendor  and  Purchaser,  1. 
Chose  in  Action. 


ASSIGNMENT. 
See  Chose  in  Action. 

ATTORNEY  GENERAL. 

See  Charity,  4. 
Motion,  I. 


BANKRUPT. 
Proceedings  in  insolvency  are  liot 
superseded  by  a  subsequent  bank- 
ruptcy founded  on  an  act  of  bank- 
ruptcy prior  to  insolvency.  Side-- 
hotham  v.  Barringion,    Page  524 

See  Vendor  and  Purchaser,  1. 

BARON  AND  FEME, 
See  Husband  and  Wife. 

BEQUEST. 

See  Absolute  Interest. 
Cumulative  Legacy. 
Demonstrative  Legacy. 
Legacy. 
Per  Capita. 
Per  Stirpes. 
Precatory  Words. 
Revocation. 
Satisfaction. 
Specific  Legacy. 

BISHOP. 
See  Breach  of  Trust,  I.  2. 

BOND. 

See  Chose  in  Action. 

Vendor  and  Purchaser,  2. 

BREACH  OF  TRUST. 
1.  An  act  of  parliament  empowered 
a  rector,  with  the  consent  of  the 
S  s  ^  bishop 
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bishop  who  was  patron  of  the 
living,  to  raise  money  by  annuity 
for  building  a  new  rectory  house, 
the  plan  and  the  accounts  of 
which  were  to  be  approved  of  by 
the  bishoj).  The  bishop  advanced 
the  necessary  money,  and  ob- 
tained a  grant  of  an  annuity, 
charged  on  the  living :  Held, 
though  there  was  no  unfairness, 
that  the  transaction,  on  principle, 
could  not  stand.  Greenlato  v. 
King.  Page  49 

2.  A  rector  was  empowered  by  act 
of  parliament,  with  the  consent 
of  the  bishop,  to  raise  money  by 
way  of  annuity  on  lives,  for  the 
purpose  of  building  a  new  rectory 
house,  and  to  charge  the  same  on 
the  rectory.  The  bishop  himself 
advanced  the  money :  the  annuity 
was  granted  and  was  paid  by  the 
rector  until  his  death ;  the  sums 
thus  paid  amounted  to  the  sum 
advanced  with  lawful  interest.  At 
the  suit  of  the  succeeding  rector, 
the  transaction  was  set  aside  on 
the  ground  of  the  equitable  in- 

'  capacity  of  the  bishop  to  become 
the  purchaser  of  the  annuity: 
Held,  that  the  Plaintiff  had  a 
right  to  avoid  the  annuity  alto- 
gether, and  that  the  Defendant 
was  not  entitled  to  have  it  ascer- 
tained, what  was  a  proper  annuity 
to  have  been  granted^  and  to 
charge  the  succeeding  rector  with 
his  proportion  thereof.  Greenlato 
V.  King.  49 

3.  A  testator  appointed  two  trus- 
tees, and  gave  them  a  power  of 
making  advancements  to  his  chil- 


dren ;  and  he  directed  if  either 
declined  to  act,  a  new  trustee 
should  be  appointed.  One  alone 
(the  mother  of  the  children) 
acted,  and  made,  as  was  alleged, 
advancements  without  the  con- 
currence of  the  other  trustee,  or 
the  appointment  of  a  new  trus- 
tee: Held,  that  the  proper  dis- 
cretion had  not  been  exercised, 
and  that  no  enquiries  could  be 
directed  as  to  the  alleged  ad- 
vancements with  a  view  to  their 
being  allowed.  Palmer  v.  Wake- 
Jield.  Page  227 

4.  A  widow  was  absolutely  entitled 
to  legacies  of  9500/.,  of  which 
her  husband  by  his  will  professed 
to  give  to  her  and  her  children 
2500/.,  which  he  directed  to  be 
invested  in  the  funds  or  real  se- 
curities. He  gave  his  widow  other 
benefits  out  of  his  own  property* 
The  widow  received  the  money, 
and  invested  it  in  the  funds,  but 
treating  it  as  her  own,  [she  after- 
wards sold  it  out,  and  applied  it 
to  her  own  use.  A  case  of  election 
arose  on  the  will,  but  it  did  not 
appear  when  she  had  elected. 
Held,  that  the  widow  electing  to 
take  under  the  will  was  responsible 
for  2500/.  only,  and  not  for  the 
stock  purchased  therewith.  Palmer 
V.  Wakefield.  227 

5.  Bequest  of  consols  to  A.  B.f  a 
Jeme  covert^  to  be  transferred  to 

her  in  her  own  name,  and  the  in* 
terest  to  be  for  her  separate  use, 
the  principal  to  remain  in  trust  of 
the  executors  till  the  youngest  of 
her  children  attained  twenty-one, 

when 
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when  the  principal  was  to  be  her 
own ;  or  in  case  of  her  demise  it 
was  to  deToWe  to  her  husband. 
The  trustees,  on  the  death  of  the 
testatrix,  transferred  the  fund  to 
A,  B.,  and  she  and  her  husband 
afterwards  sold  it  out,  and  they 
both  signed  the  transfer:  Held, 
that  a  breach  of  trust  had  been 
committed,  but  that  A.  B.  had 
made  a  valid  disposition  of  the 
dividends  which  might  accrue 
previous  to  her  youngest  child, 
born  after  tlie  death  of  the  testa- 
trix, attaining  twenty*one.  Crosby 
V.  Church.  Page  ^S5 

6.  A  person  knowingly  inducing 
trustees  to  lend  trust  money  to 
his  debtor  on  a  security  not  war- 
ranted by  the  trusts,  in  order  that 
when  advanced  such  person  may 
obtain  payment  thereout  of  his 
debt,  is  accountable  to  the  cestui 
que  trusts.    Fyler  v.  Fyler,     550 

7<  Solicitors  knowingly  procuring 
trustees  to  commit  a  breach  of 
trust  for  their  benefit,  must  be 
considered  as  partakers  in  the 
breach  of  trust.  Fyler  v.  Fyler.  550 

8.  Trustees  investing  trust  money 
on  an  unauthorised  security,  are 
responsible  for  any  future  loss 
traceable  to  that  first  error.  Fy-^ 
ler  V.  Fyler.  550 

9.  A  trustee,  who  was  not  au*- 
thorised  to  lend  the  trust  money 
on  leasehold  security,  applied  to 
his  solicitor  to  procure  an  invest* 
ment  for  some  trust  money,  so  as 
to  produce  a  larger  income*  The 
solicitors  had  a  client  who  was 
considerably  indebted   to   them, 


and  who  wanted  to  borrow  money 
on  leasehold  security,  and  they 
proposed  it  to  the  trustee.  The 
trustee  personally  took  measures 
to  ascertain  the  value  and  validity 
of  the  security,  and  thereupon  ad- 
vanced the  money  which  was  paid 
to  the  solicitors  and  carried  to  the 
credit  of  their  debtor's  account. 
The  solicitors  acted  on  behalf  of 
the  borrower,  and,  to  some  ex-> 
tent,  for  the  trustees,  but  another 
solicitor  acted  also  for  him  and 
for  one  of  the  cestui  que  trusts  in 
the  matter.  The  solicitors  had 
notice  that  the  fund  was  trust 
money  in  which  infants  were  in- 
terested, but  had  no  knowledge 
of  the  trusts  or  the  limited  powers 
of  the  trustees.  The  security 
turned  out  ample,  but  part  of  the 
trust  funds  were  afterwards  lost 
by  being  transferred  to  a  similar 
security  of  the  same  party.  The 
lending  on  leaseholds  being  a 
breach  of  trust.  Held,  that  the 
solicitors  were  not  liable  to  the 
cestui  que  trusts  for  the  loss* 
10.  In  the  answer  to  a  bill  for  relief 
in  respect  to  a  breach  of  trust,  it 
was  alleged  that  some  of  the  cestui 
que  trusts  had  assented  thereto. 
Held,  that  the  parties  sought  to 
be  charged  were  entitled  to  an 
enquiry,  Fyler  \.  Fyler.  Page  550 
See  CHARiTTi  2. 

Husband  and  Wife,  2. 

Perishable  Property. 

Supplemental  Bill. 

CHARGE. 

See  Merger,  passim. 

Ss  4 
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CHARGE  OF  DEBTS  ON  REAL 
ESTATE. 

1.  A  testator  directed  his  debts  to 
be  paid  out  of  his  real  and  per- 
sonal estate;  and  he  afterwards 
provided  that  if  his  personal  estate 
should  fall  short  in  paying  his 
debts,  then  he  empowered  his 
executors  to  enter  into  the  re- 
ceipt of  the  rents  of  his  freeholds, 
until  the  same  should  be  wholly 
paid  off.  The  personal  estate  was 
sufficient  for  payment  of  the  debts. 
Held,  nevertheless,  that  a  trust 
had  been  created  for  payment  of 
the  debts  out  of  the  realty,  so  as 
to  prevent  the  operation  of  the 
Statute  of  Limitations,  and  that 
the  real  estate  remained  liable  to 
pay  a  simple  contract  debt  which 
had  been  lefl  unpaid  afler  dis- 
tribution of  the  residuary  personal 
estate.    Crallan  v.  Oulton.  Page  1 

2.  A  testator  devised  a  portion  of 
his  real  estate  to  trustees  for  sale, 
and  directed  them  to  apply  the 
proceeds  and  his  personal  estate 
in  payment  of  the  legacies  and 
annuities  thereby  bequeathed ;  and 
in  case  the  same  should  be  insuffi- 
cient, he  charged  all  his  real  estate 
with  the  payment  thereof.  By 
several  unattested  codicils,  he  gave 
further  legacies  and  annuities,  and 
subsequently  he  executed  a  duly 
attested  codicil,  whereby  he  varied 
the  appointment  of  trustees-  and 
executors.  Held,  that  the  le- 
gacies and  annuities  bequeathed 
by  the  unattested  codicils  were 


not  charged  on  the  real  estate. 
Radburn  v.  Jervis.  Page  450 

See  Real  Estate. 

CHARITY. 

•  Where  a  testator  clearly  declares 
an  intention  of  devoting  the  whole 
income  of  a  property  to  charit- 
able purposes,  then,  although  he 
does  not,  in  specifically  directing 
the  application  of  portions  of  it, 
exhaust  the  whole  income,  still 
the  general  intention  that  the 
whole  shall  be  applied  to  charit- 
able purposes  will  prevail ;  and,  on 
the  other  hand,  although  he  does 
not  make  any  such  general  de- 
claration of  devoting  the  whole  to 
charity,  but  gives  each  and  every 
portion  of  the  whole  income  at  the 
time  to  some  charitable  purpose, 
and  by  that  means  exhausts  the 
whole,  then,  if  the  income  should 
afterwards  increase,  the  increase 
will  also  be  applicable  to  the  cha- 
ritable purposes.  Attorney-Gene^ 
ral  V.  The  Coopers  Company,  29 

.  A  testator  devised  a  house  to 
the  Cooper's  Company,  upon  con- 
dition, and  to  the  use,  intent,  and 
purposes  of  maintaining,  augment- 
ing, and  supporting  a  school  at 
i?.,  lately  erected,  and  the  same 
rent,  which  he  represented  to  be 
11/.,  should  be  bestowed  in  man- 
ner following.  He  then  gave  dif- 
ferent sums  to  different  objects, 
amounting  in  the  whole  to  8/.,  and 
amongst  them  5f.  to  the  Coopers' 
Company,  and  then  gave  3/., which 
he  represented  as  that  which  re- 
mained ungiven,  to  the  Coopers' 
Company, 
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Company^  to  put  in  their  common 
box,  towards  the  repair  of  the 
house  when  need  be ;  and  if  the 
house  should  fall  into  decay  by 
sudden  misfortune,  whereby  no 
rent  should  be  made,  then  the  le. 
gacies  to  stay  until  it  should  be 
made  tenantable»  which  he  trusted 
the  company  would  do  within  two 
years,  and  when  tenantable,  the 
company  to  go  on  with  his  will, 
**  to  avoid  the  penalty  and  danger 
which  followeth."  He  then  gave 
the  house  over  beneficially  to  the 
Grocers'  Company  if  the  Coopers' 
did  not  bestow  the  8/.  as  he  willed 
them  to  do.  The  rents  increased 
to  75/. 

Held,  that  all  the  objects  of  the 
testators  bounty  were  entitled  to 
participate  in  the  increased  rents, 
and  that  the  Coopers'  Company 
took  the  three  elevenths  bene- 
ficially, subject  to  the  repairs. 
Attorney-General  v.  The  Coopers 
Company.  Page  29 

3.  Ten  acres  of  charity  land  were 
alienated  by  the  trustees  in  con- 
sideration of  SBL^  and  a  fixed  rent 
charge  of  6/.  Held,  that  it  was 
incumbent  on  those  claiming  the 
benefit  of  the  alienation  to  shew 
that  the  transaction  was  beneficial 
for  the  charity,  and  not  having 
done  so  it  was  held  invalid.  At' 
torney- General  v.  Brettingham,  91 

4.  The  Court  does  not  consider  it 
the  duty  of  the  Attorney-General 
to  contend  for  his  strict  rights  in 
charity  informations;  in  cases  of 
hardship  it  sanctions  his  acting 
with    forbearance    towards     the 


parties ;  and  will  postpone  its  de- 
cision, to  { give  the  parties  an 
opportunity  of  entering  into  an 
arrangement  with  the  Attorney- 
General.  Attorney  '  General  v. 
Brettingham,  Page  91 

CHOSE  IN  ACTION. 

The  assignee  of  a  chose  en  action^ 
the  assignment  of  which  is  avail- 
able only  in  equity,  takes  subject 
to  all  the  equities  which  subsist 
against  the  assignor.  Ord  v. 
mite.  357 

CONSIDERATION. 
See  Demurrer,  2. 

CONVERSION. 
See  Revocation,  2. 

CONSTRUCTION. 

See  Absolute  Interest. 

Charge  of  Debts  on   Real 

Estate. 
Cumulative  Legacy,  1, 2. 
Demonstrative  Legacy. 
Devise,  1,  2. 
General  Orders. 
Implication. 
Legacy. 

Limitations,  Statute  of. 
Next  of  Kin. 
Per  Capita. 
Per  Stirpes. 
Precatory  Words,  1,2. 
Revocation. 
Satisfaction. 
Specific  Legacy. 
Statute,  1,  2. 
Statute  of  Limitations. 
Vesting. 

CON- 
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CONSTRUCTIVE  NOTICE. 
See  Notice. 

CONTRACT. 
A  parent,  in  the  written  proposals 
on  the  marriage  of  his  daughter, 
stated,  **  He  intended  to  leave  his 
daughter  a  further  sum  of  10,000^. 
in  his  will/'  to  be  settled  on  her 
and  her  children,  the  disposition 
of  which,  supposing  she  had  no 
children,  to  be  prescribed  by  the 
will  of  the  father."  He  died  with- 
out  leaving  that  sum:  Held,  under 
the  circumstances,  that  there  was 
an  obligation  on  the  parent,  to  be 
satisfied  out  of  his  assets.  De 
Beil  V.  Thomson.  Page  469 

See  Principal  and  Agent. 
Statute  of  Frauds. 
Vendor  and  Purchaser. 

CONTRIBUTION. 
See  Heir,  1,  2. 

CO-PLAINTIFFS. 
One  of  two  Co-plaintifFs  who  had 
authorised  the  institution  of  a 
suit,  refused  to  proceed  therein. 
The  other  Plaintiff  obtained,  on 
motion,  an  order  to  amend  by 
making  him  a  Defendant,  and  to 
pay  the  costs.     Broinn  v.  Saxoer. 

598 

COPYRIGHT. 
See  Notice. 
Piracy. 

COSTS. 
1.  The  point  in  dispute  was,  whether 
a  mortgagee  was  entitled  to  six 


years'  or  twenty  years*  arrears  of 
interest.  The  Defendant^  the 
mortgagor,  was  willing  before  suit 
to  pay  the  principal  and  six  years' 
interest,  but  made  no  tender.  At 
the  hearing  the  mortgagor  suc- 
ceeded on  the  point  of  interest  : 
Held,  that  as  there  had  been  no 
tender,  the  mortgagor  must  pay 
the  costs.  Hodges  v.  The  Cro^ 
don  Canal  Company.        Page,86 

2.  Where  a  Plaintiff,  by  amendment, 
abandons  a  part  of  his  claim,  and 
it  appears  he  has  in  that  respect 
acted  vexatiously,  the  Court,  on 
motion,  will  direct  him  to  pay  the 
costs  thereby  occasioned.  Strick- 
land  v.  Strickland.  242 

8.  A  Plaintiff  having  filed  two  bills, 
in  which  his  claims  were  incon- 
sistent, abandoned  part  of  the  re- 
lief originally  asked:  Held,  that 
he  had  acted  vexatiously,  and  he 
was  ordered  to  pay  the  additional 
costs  incurred  by  the  abandoned 
claim.      Strickland  v.  Strickland. 

242 

4.  The  same  solicitor  put  in  and  set 
down  for  hearing  two  pleas  for 
want  of  parties  for  two  several  de- 
fendants, and  they  were  both 
allowed :  the  Plaintiff  was  ordered 
to  pay  the  costs  of  one  only  of 
such  pleas.  Tarbuck  v.  Wood- 
cock.  289 

5.  The  papers  in  the  suit  were  acci- 
dentally burnt  in  the  offices  of  the 
relators  solicitor,  and  new  office 
copies  became  necessary  for  the 
hearing  of  the  cause.  A  decree 
was  afterwards  pronounced  against 
the  Defendant,  with  costs  as  be- 
tween 
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tween  party  and  party.  Held^ 
that  the  extra  costB  occasioned  by 
this  accident  ought  not  to  be 
borne  by  the  Defendant.  The  AU 
iomey  General  v.  Kerr.  Page  425 

6.  An  order  <<  to  discharge  an  irre- 
gular order  with  costs/'  carries 
the  costs  of  the  application  to  dis- 
charge it.     Weet  V.  Smith.       492 

7.  Solicitors  against  whom  charges 
of  fraud  had  been  made  which 
were  unsubstantiated,  and  against 
whom  the  bill  was  dismissed,  held 
not  entitled  to  their  costs,  on  the 
ground  that  by  the  position  in 
which  they  had  placed  themselves 
they  had  exposed  themselves  to 
an  investigation  which  had  not  un- 
reasonably been  instituted.  Fyler 
v.  FyUr.  550 

See  Creditor's  Suit. 

Production  of  Documents,  2. 
Security  for  Costs. 
Solicitor. 
Taxation,  2. 
Trustee,  1. 

COVENANT. 

Parties  having  an  equitable  estate 
only,  agreed  to  grant  a  lease  to 
A.  B.f  which  was  to  contain  spe^ 
cial  covenants  both  on  the  part  of 
the  lessors  and  lessee.  The  in- 
tended lessors  died  before  the 
lease  had  been  granted,  and  their 
interest  became  vested  in  bank- 
rupt assignees  and  an  heir  at  law, 
against  whom  a  decree  for  specific 
performance  was  made :  Held  that 
receiving  the  benefit  of  the  lessee's 
special  covenants,  the  assignees 


and  heir  were  themselves  bound, 
to  the  extent  of  their  interest  in 
the  property,  to  enter  into  the 
special  covenants  which  the  ori- 
ginal intended  lessors  had  con- 
tracted to  enter  into.  Page  v. 
Broom.  Page  36 

See  Lessor  and  Lessee. 

CREDITOR'S  DEED. 
See  Demurrer,  2. 

CREDITOR'S  SUIT. 

In  a  creditor's  suit,  the  assets  being 
sufficient  to  pay  the  debts,  but 
being  insufficient  to  pay  the  debts 
and  the  costs  of  suit  taxed  as  be- 
tween party  and  party :  the  Court 
ordered  the  Plaintiff's  extra  costs^ 
as  between  solicitor  and  client,  to 
be  paid  out  of  the  fund.  Sutton 
V.  Doggett.  9 

See  Administration  Suit. 

CUMULATIVE  LEGACY. 

1.  A  testator,  in  his  lifetime,  by 
bond  secured  to  //.  C.  C.  an  an- 
nuity of  300/.  for  life,  payable  on 
the  usual  quarter  days,  &c. ;  and 
by  his  will  he  confirmed  it,  and 
bequeathed  a  further  annuity  of 
200/.,  payable  in  the  same  manner, 
it  being  his  intention  that  she 
should  receive  an  annuity  of  500/. 
instead  of  300/.  By  a  codicil,  the 
testator  directed  his  trustees  to 
raise  500/.  a  year,  and  pay  the 
same  to  H.  C.  C.  during  her  life, 
by    quarterly    payments:     Held, 

that 
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that  the  second  annuity  was  cumu- 
lative. Radburnv.Jervis.  Page  450 
2.  E,  H,f  for  valuable  consideration, 
granted  to  his  two  sisters  annuities 
of  300/.  a  year  each,  during  their 
lives,  payable  in  January^  April, 
Jtdy^  and  October,  By  his  will  he 
gave  his  widow  an  annuity  in  lieu 
of  the  annual  sum  payable  to  her 
under  her  marriage  settlement, 
and  of  dower;  and  he  directed  his 
debts  to  be  paid,  and  bequeathed 
to  his  sisters  respectively,  an- 
nuities of  900/.  and  500/.  each  for 
their  separate  use,  payable  on  the 
usual  quarterly  days  of  payment : 
Held,  that  the  annuities  of  SOO/. 
each  were  not  satisfied  by  the 
annuities  given  by  the  will,  and 
that  the  sisters  were  therefore  en- 
titled to  both  annuities.  Hales  v. 
Darell  324- 

DE  BENE  ESSE.  . 

1.  An  application  for  an  order  to  ex- 
amine a  witness  de  bene  esse,  on 
the  ground  that  he  is  the  only  wit- 
ness to  a  material  fact,  ought  to 
be  made  upon  notice,  and  not  ex 
parte, 

2.  The  affidavit  in  support  of  an 
application  to  examine  a  witness 
de  bene  esse,  ought  to  shew  the 
facts  on  which  it  is  proposed  to 
examine  the  witness. 

An  affidavit  in  support  of  such 
an  application  on  belief  only,  that 
the  witness  is  the  sole  witness  to 
a  particular  fact,  is  not  sufficient : 
it  ought  to  state  the  reasons  for 
such  belief.     Hope  v.  Hope.   317 


DEBTOR  AND  CREDITOR. 

See  Administration  Suit. 

Charge  of  Debts,  &c.,  1,  2L 
Demurrer,  2. 
Real  Estate. 

DECREE. 

See  Breach  of  Trust,  2. 
Pro  Confesso,  2. 

DEMONSTRATIVE  LEGACY. 

A  testator  devised  his  estate  X.  to 
trustees,  for  sale,  for  payment  of 
his  debts  and  legacies,  in  exone- 
ration of  his  personal  estate ;  and 
afler  reciting  that  he  became  en- 
titled on  his  marriage  to  a  sum  of 
7442/.,  of  which  he  had  received 
2442/.,  and  that  5000/.  remained 
due,  he  bequeathed  2442/.  to 
be  paid  out  of  the  produce  of  the 
estate  X,  and  the  sum  of  5000/. 
when  and  if  the  same  should  be 
received  and  got  in,  but  not 
otherwise,  to  ^.,  B.,  C.  and  2). 
equally ;  and  in  case  the  5000/. 
should  be  received  by  him  in  his 
lifetime,  he  directed  the  same  to 
be  raised  out  of  the  estate  X. 
The  testator  received  the  5000/. 
Held,  that  the  legacy  was  de- 
monstrative, and  that  it  was  a 
charge  upon  the  general  personal 
estate  as  well  as  on  the  estate  X. 
Colvile  V.  Middleton.      Page  570 

DEMURRER. 

1.  General  demurrer  allowed  to  a 
bill  on  the  ground  of  the  vague- 
ness and  uncertainty  of  its  state- 
ments 
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nients.  Wormald  v.  De  Lisle. 
Page  18 
2.  One  of  the  presumptive  next  of 
kin  assigned  the  share  to  which 
he  might  become  entitled  in  the 
personal  estate  of  a  lunatic  who 
was  then  living,  on  trust  to  pay 
the  costSy  and  any  sums  which 
might  be  advanced  for  the  pur- 
poses of  the  trust,  then  to  pay  an 
annuity  to  the  assignee,  and  after- 
wards to  pay  his  debts.  No  cre- 
ditor was  party  to  the  deed.  The 
trustees  made  some  payments  in 
advance.  On  the  death  of  the 
lunatic,  the  trustees  of  the  deed 
filed  a  bill  against  the  adminis- 
trator and  the  assignor  for  pay- 
ment of  the  assignor's  share,  al- 
leging that  the  assignor  was 
desirous  that  it  should  be  paid  to 
them :  Held  that  a  general  de- 
murrer by  the  administrator  could 
not  be  supported  on  these  alle- 
gations, and  semble  that  there 
was  a  sufficient  consideration  for 
the  deed.     Hir^de  v.  Blake.     234 

See  Executor,  2. 
Parties,  5. 
Vendor  and  Purchaser,  5. 

DESCENT. 
See  Heir,  1,  2. 

DEVISE. 

1.  A,  having  a  power  of  revocation 
and  new  appointment  over  an 
estate,  of  which  J?.,  his  heir,  was 
tenant  in  tail,  by  his  will  directed 
the  estate  ''  to  be  attached  to  his 
title  as  closely  as  possible."  Held, 


that  the  estate  of  B,  and  all  other 
tenants   in   tail   in    esse    at   A*s 
death  (being  in   the  line  of  the 
title))  were  abridged  to  estates 
for  life  only.     Lord  Dorchester  v. 
The  Earli^Effingham.Page  180n. 
2.  A  testator  devised  his  real  and 
personal  estate  to  trustees,  and 
gave  life  estates  therein  to  several 
persons,  namely.  A.,  B,y  &c. ;  and 
afler  their  deaths  he  directed  the 
trustees    to  pay  the  income  to 
Moses  and  Naphthali,  during  their 
respective  lives,  share  and  share 
alike;  and  in  case  either  of  them 
should,  after  the  deaths  of  A.  B., 
Sfc,  depart  this  life  without  leav- 
ing issue  male  of  his  body,  in  trust 
to  pay  the  whole  income  to  the 
survivor  for  life;  and  he  directed 
that  if  Moses  should,  after  the 
deaths  of  A.,  B.,  Sfc,  die  before 
Naphthalif    leaving    issue    male, 
then  the  trustees  should  convey  a 
moiety  of  the  real  estate  to  the 
use  of  the  first  and  other  sons  of 
Moses  in  tail  male,  with  remainder 
to   Naphihali    for  life,   with   re- 
mainder to  his  first  and  other  sons 
in  tail,  and  in  default  to  the  tes- 
tator's right  heirs,  and  lay  out  a 
moiety  of  the  personal  estate  in 
land,  and   convey  the  same    to 
trustees  to  the  like  uses.     The 
testator  made  a  similar  disposition 
mutatis  mutandis    of   the    other 
moiety  in  case  of  the  death  of 
Naphthalij  after  the  deaths  of  A., 
B.,  leaving  issue  male,  and  he  pro- 
vided that    in    case  Moses  and 
Naphthalisho\x\^  die  without  leav- 
ing issue  male,  or  if  such  issue 

male 
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male  should  die  without  leaving 
any  issue  male,  the^trustees  should 
convey  the  property  to  such  per- 
son as  should,  at  the  death  of  the 
survivor  of  Moses  and  Napkihalif 
be  the  right  heir  of  the  testator. 
It  will  be  seen  that  no  provision 
was  made  for  the  event  (which 
happened),  of  Mates  dying  wUh- 
out  issue  before  the  death  fjf  A^  B. 
Naphihali  survived  Moses  and  A.^ 
B.y  &c.,  and  Moses  died  without 
issue.  Held,  first,  that  the  words 
««  after  the  deaths  of  A.,  B"  &c., 
did  not  import  contingency,  but 
were  merely  words  of  reference, 
shewing  that  the  gifts  then  in 
course  of  expression  were  subject 
to  the  prior  gifts,  and  were  not  to 
have  effect  in  possession  until 
those  prior  gifts  were  satisfied  or 
had  become  inoperative.  Se- 
condly, that  the  words,  **  if  Moses 
should  die  before  the  death  of 
Naphthalit  leaving  issue  male," 
must  have  their  natural  meaning, 
and  be  taken  to  provide  only  for 
the  particular  cases  expressly  de- 
scribed. Thirdly,  that  to  ef- 
fectuate the  general  intent,  Naph' 
thali  took  an  estate  tail  by  im- 
plication in  both  moieties  of  the 
realty,  and  an  absolute  interest  in 
the  personalty.  And,  fourthly, 
that  the  trusts  on  which  the  ques- 
tion arose  were  not  executory  so 
as  to  alter  the  construction  as  aris- 
ing on  an  executed  trust.  Franks 
V.  Price.  Page.182 

'     ^(?«  Bequest.. 
Heir,  1,  2. 
Implication. 


Rkvocatiov,  2. 
Vesting. 

DEVISEE. 

Devisee  not  bound  by  the  amount 
of  a  claim  substantiated  against 
the  executors  in  an  action  at  law 
to  which  he  was  not  a  party. 
Willson  V.  Leonard.       P^  373 

DISCLAIMER. 
See  Separate  Estate. 

DISCOVERY. 

See  Answer. 
Plea,  7,  8. 
Receiver,  3. 
Relief. 

DISMISSAL. 

1.  A  sole  Plaintiff  having  died,  the 
Court,  on  the  application  of  the 
Defendant,  ordered  that  the  ad- 
ministrator should  revive,  or  that 
the  bill  should  be  dismissed  witb- 
out  costs.     Chowick  v.  Dimes. 

290 

2.  On  the  death  of  one  of  two  co- 
Plaintifi  after  the  cause  was  at 
issue,  it  was  ordered,  on  motion, 
that  the  survivor  should  revive 
the  suit  within  a  fortnight,  or,  in 
default,  that  the  bill  should  be 
dismissed  with  costs.  L.ord  Chi* 
Chester  v.  Hunter.  491 

DRAINING  ACT. 

Under  the  draining  act,  where  the 
tenant  for  life  is  an  infant,  the  pe- 
tition must  be  presented  in  the 
name  of  his  guardians. 

Form 
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Form  of  reference  under  this 

act  (S&  4  Vict.  c.  55.)i  and  of  the 

subsequent  proceedings  thereon. 

Stanhope  v.  Stanhope.    Page  547 

See  Tenant  for  Life. 


ELECTION. 

See  Breach  of  Trust,  4. 

Vendor  and  Purchaser,  2. 

ENQUIRY. 
See  Vendor  and  Purchaser,  S. 

ENTAIL. 
See  Devise,  1. 

EQUITY. 
See  Lessor  and  Lessee. 

EVIDENCE. 

1.  Evidence  of  conversations  not 
put  in  issue  is  inadmissible,  but 
where  conversations  are  alleged 
in  the  answer,  evidence  is  admis- 
sible on  the  part  of  the  Plaintiff 
to  shew  their  effect,  notwithstand- 
ing they  are  not  stated  in  the 
bill.     Graham  v.  Oliver.  124 

2.  An  issue  being  directed  which 
was  to  be  conducted  on  one  side 
by  persons  not  parties  to  the 
cause,  the  Court  refused  to  direct 
the  depositions  arid  affidavits  used 
in  the  cause  of  witnesses  who  had 
since  died,  to  be  read  on  the  trial 
of  the  issue.     Johnston  v.  Todd, 

218 

S.  Letters  proved  in  the  cause,  but 

not  referred  to  in  the  pleadings 

are  inadmissible  in  evidence,  even 


on  the  question  of  costs.    Whitley 
v.  Martin.  Page  226 

4.  Whether  parol  evidence  of  de- 
clarations of  the  testator,  is  ad- 
missible to  prove  a  testator's  in- 
tention, that  annuities  given  by 
his  will  should  be  additional  to 
and  not  substitutional  for  an- 
nuities granted  by  him  in  his  life- 
time, for  valuable  consideration, 
qutere.    Hales  v.  DarelL         S24 

5.  A  cause  stood  over  for  want  of 
parties ;  one  of  such  parties  was 
brought  before  the  Court,  but 
another  was  out  of  the  jurisdic- 
tion. Liberty  was  given  to  enter 
into  evidence  as  to  the  former, 
and  to  prove  the  latter  out  of 
jurisdiction.      WUlatts  v.  Busby. 

420 
See  Affidavit,  1,  2. 
De  bene  esse,  2. 
Husband  and  Wife,  1. 
Merger,  2. 

EXAMINATION. 
See  De  bene  esse. 

EXAMINATION  DE  BENE 
ESSE. 

See  De  bene  esse. 

EXCEPTIONS. 
1.  The  Plaintiff's  right  to  except  to 
the  Defendant's  answer  for  insuffi- 
ciency, is  not  waived  by  a  motion 
for  production  of  papers,  founded 
on  admissions  in  the  answer. 

It  is  unnecessary  in  such  a  case 

to  move  ^'  without  prejudice  to 

the   Plaintiff's  right  to  except." 

Lane  v.  Paul.  66 

%  The 
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2.  The  Court,  to  prevent  delay,  will 
advance  for  an  early  hearing  ex- 
ceptions to  the  Master's  report 
on  a  reference  for  impertinence. 
Holmes  v.  The  Corporation  of 
Arundel.  Page  407 

See  Waiver. 

EXECUTORY  TRUST. 
See  Devise,  1,  2. 

EXECUTOR. 

1.  Payment  of  interest  by  an  exe- 
cutor, commencing  six  years  after 
the  testator's  deaths  and  con- 
tinuing seven  years:  Held  to  be 
such  an  admission  of  assets  as 
to  make  the  executor  personally 
liable,  Atiomey-Getieral  v.  Chajh- 
than.  255 

2.  A.  purchased  a  leasehold  of  B.^ 
and  paid  the  purchase-money,  but 
no  conveyance  was  executed.  A. 
bequeathed  it  to  B.  for  life,  with 
remainders  over.  A.*s  executor 
filed  a  bill  against  B.  alone,  for 
a  conveyance  of  the  property 
upon  the  trusts  of  the  will,  not, 
however,  seeking  to  recover  it  as 
assets  for  the  purposes  of  the  ex- 
ecutorship. Held,  that  the  other 
cestui  que  trusts  were  necessary 
parties;  and,  semble,  that  such  a 
suit  might  be  maintained.  Josling 
V.  Karr.  49+ 

See  Devisee. 

Forma  pauperis. 

EXONERATION  OF  PER- 
SONAL  ESTATE. 

Personal  estate  held,  upon  the  con- 
text of  a  will,   not   exonerated 


from  the  payment  of  debts  and 
legacies ;  where  a  real  estate  de- 
vised for  the  payment  thereof,  in 
exoneration  of  the  personal  es- 
tate, proved  to  be  insufficient. 
Colville  V.  Middletou.     Page  570 


FEME  COVERT. 

See  Breach  of  Trust,  4,  5. 
Husband  and  Wife,  1,  2. 
Separate  Estate. 

FOREIGN  LAW. 

Question  as  to  rights  of  parties  de- 
cided on  the  opinion  of  Scotch 
advocates.     Williams  v.  Williams. 

547 
See  Husband  and  Wife,  1. 

FORMA  PAUPERIS. 

An  executor  or  administrator  can- 
not sue  or  defend  in  formd  pau^ 
peris.     Oldfield  v.  Cobbett       4S2 

FRAUD. 

See  Parties,  1. 

Principal  and  Agent. 

FRAUDS,  STATUTE  OF. 

See  Statute  of  Frauds. 

Vendor  and  Purchaser,  5. 

FREIGHT. 
See  Specific  Legacy,  1. 


GENERAL 
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GENERAL  ORDERS, 

Under  the  1 2th  Order  (1828),  the 
Master  has  authority  to  enlarge 
the  time  for  making  his  report 
more  than  once ;  and  a  second 
enlargement,  made  ader  the  ex- 
piration of  the  fortnight,  but  be- 
fore the  expiration  of  the  time 
limited  by  the  first  certificate,  is 
regular.  Becke  v.  Whiltoorth. 
See  p.  xi.  xxvii.  Page  S50 

GIFT  OVER. 
See  Vesting,  1. 

GUARDIAN. 

Guardian  ad  litem  to  an  infant  De- 
fendant resident  out  of  the  juris- 
diction, appointed  on  motion  upon 
proof  of  her  respectability,  and 
that  she  had  no  interest  adverse 
to  that  of  the  infant.  Smith  v. 
Palmer.  10 


HEIR. 

1.  Where  real  estates  are  devised  to 
the  heir,  although  for  certain  pur- 
poses he  takes  by  descent ;  yet, 
as  between  him  and  the  devisees 
of  other  parts  of  the  testator's  es- 
tates, the  estates  devised  to  the 
former  are  not  to  be  applied  in 
payment  of  the  debts  in  priority 
to  the  estates  devised  to  the  latter. 
Biederman  v.  Seymour*  868 

2.  Though  the  creditors  of  a  testa- 

VoL.  IIL 


tor  have  a  right  to  resort  to  the 
estate  devised  to  the  heir,  in 
priority  to  the  other  devised 
estates,  yet  the  heir  is  entitled  to 
contribution  from  the  other  de- 
visees, to  the  extent  to  which  his 
estate  may  be  exhausted  by  debts. 
Biederman  v.  Seymour,  Page  368 
3.  A  testator  devised  and  bequeath- 
ed his  real  and  personal  estate,  in 
trust  to  sell,  and  constituted  a 
mixed  and  blended  fund.  He 
thereout  gave  «/.  B.  100/.  and  one 
eighteenth  of  the  residue,  and  he 
gave  the  remaining  portions  of 
the  residue  to  other  persons.  </. 
B.  died  in  the  testator's  lifetime. 
Held,  that  the  next  of  kin  and  ' 
heir  were  entitled  to  their  pro- 
portionate part  of  the  lapsed  share 
of  the  residue,  and  that  the  le- 
gacy of  100/.  fell  to  the  residue, 
and  passed  by  the  gift  thereof. 
Salt  V.  Challarioay.  Page  576 

See  Rbvocation,  2. 

HUSBAND  AND  WIFE. 

1.  A.  B.,  a  widow  entitled  to  a  pen- 
sion durante  viduitate^  cohabited 
with  C.  D.  in  Scotland.  In  re- 
gard to  society,  they  held  them- 
selves out  as  man  and  wife ;  but 
with  respect  to  the  pension,  they 
acted  as  if  they  were  unmarried, 
and  J.  B.  half-yearly  made  so- 
lemn declarations  of  widowhood 
for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  the 
pension  :  Held,  on  exceptions  to 
the  Master's  report,  that  on  the 
whole,  he  was  right  in  finding  that 
Tt  no 
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DO    valid    marriage    had    taken 
place.     Robertson  v.  Crawford. 

Page  102 
2.  Liability  of  husband  for  tfie  breach 
of  trust  of  his  wife  before  marri- 
age.   Palmer  v.  Wakefield.      227 

See  Breach  op  Trust,  5- 
Separate  Estate.  • 

Trust. 


INCREASED  RENTS. 
See  Charity,  1. 

IMPERTINENCE. 

See  Affidavit,  2. 
IWaiver. 

IMPLICATION. 

A  testator  gave  life  interests  in  real 
and  personal  estate  to  A,  and 
B,%  with  interests  to  their  issue 
male  in  certain  events  only,  and 
the  estate  was  given  over  to  the 
heir  of  the  testator  on  a  general 
failure  of  issue  male  of  A^  and  B. 
Held,  that  A,  and  B.  took  estates 
tail  by  implication.  Franks  v. 
Price,  182 

See  Devise,  2. 

INFANT. 

See  Guardian. 
Maintenance. 
Tenant  for  Life. 
Vesting,  2. 

INFORMATION. 

See  Charity,  3. 
Motion,  1. 


INJUNCTION. 

1.  On  showing  cause  against  dis- 
solving the  common  injunction, 
affidavits  are  admissible  to  prove 
facts  alleged  by  the  bill,  but  which 
are  neither  admitted  nor  denied 
by  the  answer.  SemUe.  Ord  v. 
White.  Page  357 

2.  Injunction  granted  to  restrain  a 
solicitor,  who  had  sold  his  busi- 
ness on  those  terms,  from  practis- 
ing in  any  part  of  Great  Britain^ 
and  from  endeavouring  to  induce 
any  persons  who  were  clients  of 
the  former  and  present  firm,  to 
cease  to  .employ  the  latter  as  their 
attomies  or  solicitors.  Whitiaier 
v.  Howe.  883 

8.  Where  a  partner  had  abstracted 
a  partnership  book  from  the  count- 
ing house  of  the  firm,  contrary  to 
an  express  covenant  contained  in 
the  deed  of  partnership,  Sir  C.  C 
Peptfs  Master  of  the  Rolls  granted 
an  injunction  restraining  him  from 
continuing  to  violate  the  covenant; 
and  this  was  continued  by  Lord 
Langdale,  at  the  hearing  of  the 
cause,  on  the  28th  Februan/,  1838. 
Tai^lor  V.  Davis.  388  n.  (e). 

See  Interpleader,  2. 
Jurisdiction,  1. 
Tenant  in  common. 

INSOLVENT. 

See  Bankrupt. 

Vendor  and  Purchaser,  1. 

INSUF- 
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INSUFFICIENCY. 

It  18  not  true  as  a  general  proposition 
that  an  insufficient  answer  is  no 
answer.    Lane  v.  Patd.     Page  QQ 

See  Answer. 

INTEREST. 
See  Statute  op  Limitations,  1, 2. 

INTERPLEADER. 

1.  Two  parties  claimed  a  real  estate 
under  different  wills,  the  validity 
of  which  were  in  controversy. 
An  action  being  brought  against 
the  tenant  by  one  of.  the  claimants, 
he  filed  his  bill  of  interpleader 
against  both  claimants,  and  ob- 
tained an  injunction  on  bringing 
his  rent  into  Court.  Some  delay 
having  occurred  in  getting  in  the 
answer  of  one  of  the  Defendants, 
the  other,  who  had  filed  his  answer, 
moved  to  dissolve  the  injunction^ 
and  have  the  rent  paid  out  to  him. 
The  answer  of  the  other  Defend- 
ant having  been  filed  before  the 
motion  came  on,  the  Court,  on 
the  motion,  directed  an  issue  to 
determine  the  rights  of  the  De- 
fendants, and  continued  the  in- 
junction on  the  tenant  continuing 
to  pay  his  rent  into  Court.  Town- 
ley  V.  Deere.  213 

2.  Injunction  to  restrain  proceedings 
in  an  issue  at  law,  directed  by  a 
Judge  of  the  Court  of  Queen's 
Bench,  under  the  Interpleader 
Act.     Langion  v.  Horton.       4f64 

The  Interpleader  Act  applies 


only  to  those  cases  where  the 
opposite  claims  depend  on  legal 
rights,  and  not  on  matters  pecu- 
liarly of  equitable  jurisdiction. 
Langion  v.  Horton.  Page  464* 
3.  Upon  the  death  of  a  landlord, 
the  tenant,  in  ignorance  of  the 
rights  of  the  parties,  attorned  and 
paid  rent  to  A.^  who  claimed  as 
devisee.  The  right  of  A>  to  the 
property  was  afterwards  disputed 
by  B.,  the  heir ;  Held,  that  the 
tenant  might  maintain  a  bill  o^ 
interpleader  against  A.  and  B. 
Jew  v.  Wood.  579 

IRISH  SECURITY. 

See  Statutes,  Construction 
OF,  1. 

IRREGULARITY. 
An  order  intituled  in  a  non-existing 
cause  discharged  for  irregularity. 
West  V.  Smith.  306 

ISSUE. 

See  Interpleader,  L 
Pro  Confesso,  1,  2. 


JURISDICTION. 

1.  Jurisdiction  of  this  Court  to  re- 
strain proceedings  in  the  Ad- 
miralty Court  on  bottomry  bonds. 
Injunction  granted  to  restrain 
proceedings  in  the  Admiralty 
Court  respecting  a  bottomry  bond 
Tt  2  and 
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and  freight  of  a  ship,  on  the  ground 
that  the  matters  could  be  more 
conveniently,  directly,  and  ef- 
fectually determined  in  this  Court. 
M^  Duncan  y.  Calmont.   Page  409 

2.  Extent  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Master  of  the  Rolls  to  alter  the 
enrolments  of  the  specifications 
of  patents.    In  re  Sharp's  Patent. 

245 

S.  Where  commissioners  of  sewers, 
under  an  act  of  parliament,  are 
proceeding  to  pave  and  make 
sewers  to  the  injury  of  property, 
in  a  case  not  within  the  act,  this 
Court,  unless  expressly  excluded, 
has  jurisdiction  to  interfere,  al- 
though, by  the  act,  jurisdiction  is 
given  to  the  justices  at  sessions, 
whose  judgment  is  not  to  be  re- 
moved by  certiorari  or  otherwise 
into  any  of  her  Majesty's  courts 
of  record  at  Westminster  or  else- 
where. Birlet/  v.  The  Constables, 
Sfc.  of  Charlton.  499 

See  Patent. 


LANDLORD  AND  TENANT. 
See  Interpleader,  1.  3. 

Statute    of    Limitations, 
3,4. 

LEGACY. 

1.  A  testator  appointed  J,B.  and 
C.  D.  trustees  and  executors  of 
his  will.  By  a  codicil,  he  be* 
queathed  to  each  of  the  trustees 


named  in  his  will  the  sum  of 
5000^.,  on  condition  that  he  ac- 
cepted the  trusts  thereof.  By  a 
subsequent  codicil,  be  revoked 
all  that  part  of  his  will  which  re- 
lated to  C.  2>.,  and  requested 
E.  F.  "  to  undertake  and  fulfil 
the  same  purposes  and  intentions, 
and  on  the  same  conditions,  for 
the  effecting  of  which  he  had  ap- 
pointed the  said  C  2>.  By  a  sub- 
sequent codicil  he  revoked  the 
appointment  of  A.  B,.  and  C.  D. 
as  trustees  and  executors,  and  all 
legacies  to  them,  and  he  nominated 
E.  F.  executor  and  trustee  there- 
of: Held,  that  E.  F.  was  entitled 
to  the  legacy  of  500tf.  Radbum 
V.  Jervis.  Page  450 

2.  A  testator  bequeathed  to  A*  his 
household  furniture  and  other  like 
things,  **  and  all  other  goods  of 
whatever  kind,"  and  he  appointed 
that  certain  specific  monies  should 
be  divided  as  follows,  ader  all  his 
debts  should  be  paid  off.  He 
then  specified  certain  legacies, 
and  proceeded,  <<  three  or  four 
thousand  pounds,  or  whatever  re- 
maining sum  or  sums  to^.*'  Held, 
that  A.  did  not  take  the  general 
residue.    Wrench  v.  Jutting.    521 

See  Absolute  Interest. 
Cumulative  Legacy. 
Demonstrative  Legacy. 
Per  Stirpes. 
Precatory  Words. 
Revocation. 
Satisfaction. 
Specific  Legacy. 

LEGACY 
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LEGACY  DUTY. 

1.  Pending  a  suit  for  the  admini- 
stration of  asseu,  and  before  the 
accounts  had  been  taken,  the  At- 
torney-General presented  a  pe- 
tition for  payment  out  of  the 
assets,  of  a  sum  which,  under  false 
representations,  had  been  returned 
to  the  administrator  as  over  paid 
in  respect  of  probate  duty,  and 
for  the  legacy  duty  payable  by 
the  administrator  on  his  share  of 
the  residue.  The  administrator 
had  wasted  the  assets,  and  the 
widow,  who  was  entitled  to  one 
third,  had  not  been  paid:  Held, 
that  the  application  was  prema- 
ture, and  the  petition  was  dis- 
missed.   Hicks  y.  Keats,  Page  141 

Whether  the  money  thus  repaid 
formed  a  primary  charge  on  the 
fund,  gtuere.   Hicks  v.  Keat.   141 

In  an  administration  suit,  the 
Court  provides  for  the  payment 
of  the  legacy  duty  before  payment 
to  the  legatee.     Hicks  v.  Keat. 

141 

2.  A  testator  gave  his  residuary 
estate  in  trust  for  his  daughter 
for  life,  with  remainder  to  such 
persons  (other  than  A*  B.,  and  C. 
and  their  relations)  as  she  should 
by  will  appoint,  and  in  default, 
over;  and  if  the  daughter  mar- 
ried or  received  visits  from  A,  or 
any  of  his  relations,  then  she  was 
to  forfeit  her  power.  The  daugh- 
ter appointed  the  property  by  her 
will :  Held,  on  her  death  ;  Jirsty 
that  under  the  legacy  duty  act, 
she  had  a  general   and  absolute 


power  of  appointment,  and  that, 
therefore,  legacy  duty  was  payable 
on  the  residue,  under  the  first 
will ;  secondlyy  that  no  probate 
duty  was  payable  on  the  probate 
of  the  daughter's  will,  in  respect 
of  such  residue;  and,  MfWfy,  that 
legacy  duty  was  also  payable  on 
the  same  residue  so  appointed 
under  the  will  of  the  daughter. 
Piatt  V.  Routh.  Page  257 

LESSOR  AND  LESSEE. 
Assignee  of  leaseholds  accepting  the 
benefit  of  an  assignment,  held,  in 
equity,  liable  on  his  part  to  the 
covenants  contained  in  the  assign- 
ment, though  he  did  not  execute 
it.  Wilhon  v.  Leonard.  373 
See  Statute  of  Limitations. 


MAINTENANCE. 

A  party,  whose  interest  in  a  fund 
had  not  vested,  held,  under  the 
terms  of  a  power  in  a  will,  entitled 
to  maintenance,  even  ader  attain- 
ing twenty-one.  EUis  v.  Max- 
well.  587 

See  Vesting,  2. 

MASTER  EXTRAORDINARY. 
See  Affidavit,  1. 

MASTER  IN  ORDINARY. 

A  Master  in  ordinary  having  be- 
come incapacitated  from  attending 
to  the  business  of  his  ofiice,  the 
matters  were  transferred  to  the 
Tt  8  Master 
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Master  in  rotation,  with  liberty 
for  him  to  adopt  the  proceedings 
already  had.  AUomey'General  v. 
Haberdashers*  Company.  Page  ISO 

See  General  Orders. 

MERGER. 

1,  Where  the  same  person  becomes 
absolutely  entitled  to  an  estate 
and  a  sum  of  money  charged  upon 
it,  the  charge  will  be  deemed  ex- 
tinguished, unless  it  appears  that 
the  owner  intended  otherwise. 
Hood  V.  PhiUips.  51S 

%  For  the  purpose  of  shewing  the 
intention,  evidence  direct  and  pre- 
sumptive may  be  resorted  to.  A 
transfer  to  a  trustee  must  be  con- 
sidered as  one  of  the  grounds 
rebutting  the  presumption  of 
merger ;  but  does  not  amount  to 
decisive  evidence  against  the  pre- 
sumption.   Hood  v.  Phillips.    51 S 

3.  A.  B.,  the  owner  in  fee  of  an 
estate,  paid  off  a  mortgage  in  fee 
existing  on  it,  which  in  1807  was 
transferred  to  a  trustee,  in  trust 
for  A.  B.y  her  <<  heirs,  executors, 
administrators,  and  assigns  respec- 
tively ;*'  and  the  trustee  covenanted 
to  convey  to  A.  B.y  her  heirs  or 
assigns,  or  unto  such  other  person 
or  persons,  and  in  such  manner 
and  form  as  A.  B.,  her  heirs,  ex- 
ecutors, administrators,  or  assigns 
should  direct.  A.  B.  devised  the 
estate  to  a  trustee  to  pay  certain 
specified  legacies,  and  subject 
thereto,  she  devised  it  to  C.  2).  in 
fee,  "  and  upon  or  for  no  other 
use,  trust,  intent,  or  purpose  what- 


soever." ilB.diedin  1832,  held, 
that  the  mortgage  had  merged. 
Hood  V.  PhiUips.  Page  513 

MORTGAGOR  AND  MORT- 
GAGEE. 

1.  The  ordinary  rule  between  mort- 
gagor and  mortgagee  in  posses- 
sion is,  that  the  Court  will  not 
direct  an  account  with  annual 
rests,  if  there  was  an  arrear  of 
interest  due  on  the  mortgage  at 
the  time  of  the  mortgagee's  uking 
possession.    Finch  v.  Brown.    70 

2.  A  property  was  subject  to  a 
mortgage  for  1000/. ;  A.B.  agreed 
with  the  mortgagor  for  the  pur- 
chase of  a  portion  of  this  pro- 

.  perty,  and  entered  into  possession 
without  paying  his  purchase  mo- 
ney. In  1813  A.  B.  bought  up 
the  whole  mortgage  for  1000/.,  on 
which  an  arrear  of  interest  of  101/. 
was  due.  There  was  at  the  same 
time  due  from  A.  J3.,  in  respect 
of  his  purchase,  365/.  Nothing 
further  being  paid  by  the  mort- 
gagor, A.  B.  in  1816  recovered 
possession  of  the  property.  The 
rents  exceeded  the  amount  of  in- 
terest, and  in  1823  the  whole 
arrear  of  interest  had  been  paid 
off.  Tlie  Court  refused  to  di- 
rect annual  rests.  Finch  v.  Brown. 

70 

3.  Generally,  annual  rests  are  not 
directed  against  a  mortgagee  in 
possession,  when  the  interest  is  in 
arrear  at  the  time  he  took  posses- 
sion ;  and  in  the  absence  of  spe- 
cial circumstances,  if  a  mortgagee 

is 
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18  not  liable  to  account  with  an- 
nual rests,  when  he  enters  into 
possession,  he  does  hot  become  so 
liable,  until  the  whole  of  the  mort- 
gage debt  has  been  paid  off. 

Where,  however,  a  mortgagee 
in  possession  came  to  an  account 
with  the  mortgagor,  whereby  all 
the  arrears  of  interest,  &c.  were 
converted  into  principal,  leaving 
thereby  no  arrears,  and  he  con- 
tinued in  possession,  the  rent  being 
more  than  sufficient  to  keep  down 
the  interest,  the  Court  directed 
annual  rests.     fVihon  v.  Cluer. 

Page  136 

See  Costs,  1. 

Parties,  1.  3,  4. 

Statute  of  Limitations,  1, 2. 


MOTION. 

1.  Notice  of  motion  given  on  behalf 
of  a  relator  in  an  information,  held 
irregular ;  it  should  be  on  behalf 
of  the  Attorney-General.  The 
Aiiomey-General  v.  Wright.    447 

2.  On  a  motion  to  discharge  an 
alleged  irregular  order,  no  parties 
can  be  heard  in  support  of  the 
application  but  those  who  have 
joined  in  the  notice  of  motion  to 
discharge  it.     Stuhhs  v.  Sargon. 

406 

See  Co-plaintiffs. 
Dismissal,  1,  2. 
Exceptions,  1. 
Guardian. 
Payment  into  Court. 
Petition. 
Practice,  2. 


MULTIFARIOUSNESS. 

A  bill  to  restrain  commissioners 
from  paving  one  part  of  the  Plain- 
tiff's property  and  draining  an- 
other is  not  multifarious.  Birley 
V.  The  Constables  Sfc.  of  Charlton. 
Page  499 
See  Plea,  4. 


NEGATIVE  PLEA. 
See  Plea,  7. 

NOTICE. 

Constructive  knowledge  imputed  to 
the  Plaintiffs  by  the  Court,  of  an 
infringement  of  their  copyright 
by  the  Defendants.  Lexiois  v. 
Chapman.  133 

NOTICE  OF  MOTION. 
See  Motion,  1. 


ORDERS  OF  COURT. 

See  General  Orders. 

ORDER. 

See  Irregularity. 


PARENT  AND  CHILD. 

See  Contract. 
Trust. 

Tt  4       PARTIAL 
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PARTIAL  PERFORMANCE. 
See  V£Ni>oR  AND  Purchaser,  4. 

PARTIES- 

1 .  A  person  having  a  partial  interest 
in  a  real  estate  which  was  subject 
to  a  mortgage,  alleging  that  such 
partial  interest  had  been  fraudu- 
lently acquired  from  him  by  the 
Defendant,  who  had  also  got  from 
the  mortgagee  an  assignment  of 
the  mortgaged  interest,  filed  a  bill 
for  relief  in  respect  of  the  fraud, 
and  for  a  redemption.  Held,  that 
all  the  persons  interested  in  the 
equity  of  redemption  were  neces- 
sary parties  to  the  suit.  Henley 
V.  Stone,  Page  355 

2.  A  person  partially  interested  in 
an  estate,  may  maintain  a  suit 
to  set  aside  a  conveyance  of  such 
interest  fraudulently  obtained  from 
him,  without  making  the  other 
persons  interested  in  the  estate 
parties.     Henley  v.  Stone.       355 

3.  A  bill  for  redemption  cannot  be 
sustained  by  a  party  having  a  par- 
tial interest  in  the  equity  of  re- 
demption, in  the  absence  of  the 
other  parties  interested  in  it. 
Henley  v.  Stone.  355 

4.  The  trustees  of  a  turnpike  road 
borrowed  a  sum  of  money  from 
A.  B.  on  the  security  of  the  tolls, 
and  they  assigned  to  him  such 
proportion  of  the  tolls  as  the  sum 
advanced  bore  to  the  whole  prin- 
cipal money  advanced  on  the 
credit  of  the  tolls.  Held,  that 
the  other  mortgagees  of  the  toils 


were  necessary  parties  to  a  suit, 
by  A.  B.  against  the  trustees,  to 
obtain  payment  of  arrears  of  in- 
terest out  of  the  tolls  to  be  re- 
ceived.   MMish  Y*  Brooks. 

Page  22 
5.  A*  being  entitled  to  a  l^cy  of 
5000^.,  the  executor  and  residuary 
legatee  misrepresented  the  amount 
to  be  400(M.,  and  for  this  sum  the 
residuary  legatee  gave  his  bond 
to  A,  The  executor  having  paid 
all  the  debu  and  other  legacies, 
handed  over  all  that  remained  io 
the  residuary  legatee,  and  which 
'  was  more  than  sufficient  to  satisfy 
the  Plaintiff's  demand.  Held,  that 
a  bill  might  be  sustained  by  A. 
against  the  residuary  legatee  and 
the  representatives  of  the  executor 
for  recovering  the  extra  100(A 
and  interest,  without  making  the 
representatives  of  the  testator  a 
party.    Beadey  v.  Kenyon.    544 

PARTNER. 

See  Injunction,  3. 


PATENT. 

Under  the  5  &  6  W.  4.  c8S.,  a 
patentee  by  the  authority  of  the 
Solicitor-General,  entered  a  me- 
morandum of  alteration  of  the  en* 
rolment  of  the  specification,  and 
which  it  was  alleged  extended  the 
patent  and  infringed  upon  another 
patent  granted  to  the  petitioner : 
Held,  that  the  Master  of  the  Roils 
had  no  jurisdiction  to  order  such 
memorandum  of  alteration  to  be 
expunged. 
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expunged.     In  re  Sharp's  Patentf 
ex  parte  Wordsworth.       Page  245 
See  JuRiSDfcTioNy  2. 

PAUPER. 
See  Forma  pauperis. 

PAYiMENT  INTO  COURT. 
An  executor  and  trustee,  who  had 
lent  trust  money  on  unsurrendered 
copyholds,  a  deposit  of  a  lease, 
and  a  bond,  ordered,  on  motion, 
to  pay  the  amount  into  court. 
WifaU  V.  Sharrait.  498 

See  Practice,  2. 

PER  CAPITA. 

Bequest  **  to  A.  and  to  the  children 

of  B.y    to  be    equally   divided." 

Held,  that  they  took  per  capita. 

Dotoding  ▼.  Smith.  541 

See  Per  Stirpes. 

PERISHABLE  PROPERTY. 

Executors  who,  contrary  to  the 
trusts  of  the  will,  had  permitted 
the  tenants  for  life  to  enjoy  lease- 
hold property  in  specie,  the  title 
to  which  was  bad,  but  of  which 
no  advantage  was  taken  by  the 
owners  of  the  property,  being  re> 
sponsible  for  the  value  of  the  lease 
at  the  testator's  death :  Held  that 
such  value  should  be  ascertained, 
having  regard  to  the  enjoyment  aC' 
tually  had  thereunder.  Mehrtens 
V.  Andrews.  72 

PERSONAL  ESTATE. 
A  perpetual  annuity  was  granted  by 
King  Charles  II.  to  A.  and  his 


heirs  payable  out  of  the  coal  du- 
ties. Held  that  though  descend- 
able to  the  heirs,  it  was  personal 
and  not  real  estate.  Radbum  v. 
Jervis.  Page  450 

See  Charge  of  Debts,  &c. 
Exoneration,  &c. 
Revocation. 

PER  STIRPES. 

A  testator  devised  real  estate  in  trust, 
for  the  persons  who  at  his  decease 
should  be  the  next  of  kin  of  R.  D. 
deceased,  according  to  the  statute 
of  distributions,  and  their  heirs  as 
tenants  in  common.  The  next 
of  kin  consisted  of  great  grand- 
children's children,  and  the  chil- 
dren of  great  grand-children's 
children:  Held,  that  they  took 
per  stirpes,  and  not  per  capita. 
Mattison  v.  Tanfeld.  131 

See  Per  Capita. 

PETITION. 

An  order  made  upon  petition  on  the 
merits  cannot  be  discharged  on 
motion,  semble ;  but  where  the 
irregularity  of  an  order,  obtained 
on  petition  in  open  court,  con- 
sisted in  its  being  intituled  in  a 
non-existing  cause,  the  Court  dis. 
charged  it  on  motion.  West  v. 
Smith,  In  re  Stevens  and  Others. 

306 

PIRACY. 

Injunction  to  restrain  the  piracy  of  a 
publication,  to  which  the  Plaintiffs 
would  have  been  otherwise   en- 
titled. 
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PARTIAL  PERFORMANCE. 
See  Vendor  and  Purchasbr,  4. 

PARTIES- 

1 .  A  person  having  a  partial  interest 
in  a  real  estate  which  was  subject 
to  a  mortgage,  alleging  that  such 
partial  interest  had  been  fraudu- 
lently acquired  from  him  by  the 
Defendant,  who  had  also  got  from 
the  mortgagee  an  assignment  of 
the  mortgaged  interest,  filed  a  bill 
for  relief  in  respect  of  the  fraud, 
and  for  a  redemption.  Held,  that 
all  the  persons  interested  in  the 
equity  of  redemption  were  neces- 
sary parties  to  the  suit.  Henley 
V.  Stone.  Page  355 

2.  A  person  partially  interested  in 
an  estate,  may  maintain  a  suit 
to  set  aside  a  conveyance  of  such 
interest  fraudulently  obtained  from 
him,  without  making  the  other 
persons  interested  in  the  estate 
parties.     Henley  v.  Stone.       355 

3.  A  bill  for  redemption  cannot  be 
sustained  by  a  party  having  a  par- 
tial interest  in  the  equity  of  re- 
demption, in  the  absence  of  the 
other  parties  interested  in  it. 
Henley  v.  Stone.  355 

4.  The  trustees  of  a  turnpike  road 
borrowed  a  sum  of  money  from 
A.  B.  on  the  security  of  the  tolls, 
and  they  assigned  to  him  such 
proportion  of  the  tolls  as  the  sum 
advanced  bore  to  the  whole  prin- 
cipal money  advanced  on  the 
credit  of  the  tolls.  Held,  that 
the  other  mortgagees  of  the  tolls 


were  necessary  parties  to  a  suit, 
by  A.  B.  against  the  trustees,  to 
obtain  payment  of  arrears  of  in- 
terest out  of  the  tolls  to  be  re- 
ceived.   MeUi$k  V.  Brooks. 

Page  22 
5.  A.  being  entitled  to  a  legacy  of 
5000^.,  the  executor  and  residuary 
legatee  misrepresented  the  amount 
to  be  400(M.,  and  for  this  sum  the 
residuary  legatee  gave  his  bond 
to  A.  The  executor  having  paid 
all  the  debts  and  other  legacies, 
handed  over  all  that  remained  to 
the  residuary  legatee,  and  which 
'  was  more  than  sufficient  to  satisfy 
the  Plaintiff's  demand.  Held,  that 
a  bill  might  be  sustained  by  A. 
against  the  residuary  legatee  and 
the  representatives  of  the  executor 
for  recovering  the  extra  lOOtf. 
and  interest,  without  making  the 
representatives  of  the  testator  a 
party.    Beasley  v.  Kenyon.     544 

PARTNER. 
See  Injunction,  3. 


PATENT. 

Under  the  5  &  6  W.^.  c8S.,  a 
patentee  by  the  authority  of  the 
Solicitor-General,  entered  a  me- 
morandum of  alteration  of  the  en- 
rolment of  the  specification,  and 
which  it  was  alleged  extended  the 
patent  and  infringed  upon  another 
patent  granted  to  the  petitioner : 
Held,  that  the  Master  of  the  Rolls 
had  no  jurisdiction  to  order  such 
memorandum  of  alteration  to  be 
expunged. 
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expunged.    In  re  Sharp's  Patetitf 
ex  parte  Wordsworth.       Page  245 
See  JuRiSDfcTiONy  2. 

PAUPER. 
See  Forma  pauperis. 

PAYiMENT  INTO  COURT. 
An  executor  and  trustee,  who  had 
lent  trust  money  on  unsurrendered 
copyholds,  a  deposit  of  a  lease, 
and  a  bond,  ordered,  on  motion, 
to  pay  the  amount  into  court. 
fVifatt  V.  Sharratt.  498 

See  Practice,  2. 

PER  CAPITA. 

Bequest  **  to  A.  and  to  the  children 

of  J3.,    to  be    equally   divided." 

Held,  that  they  took  per  capita. 

Dotoding  t.  Smith.  541 

See  Per  Stirpes. 

PERISHABLE  PROPERTY. 

Executors  who,  contrary  to  the 
trusts  of  the  will,  had  permitted 
the  tenants  for  life  to  enjoy  lease- 
hold property  in  specie,  the  title 
to  which  was  bad,  but  of  which 
no  advantage  was  taken  by  the 
owners  of  the  property,  being  re» 
sponsible  for  the  value  of  the  lease 
at  the  testator's  death :  Held  that 
such  value  should  be  ascertained, 
having  regard  to  the  enjoyment  ac- 
tually  had  thereunder.  Mehrtens 
V.  Andrews.  72 

PERSONAL  ESTATE. 
A  perpetual  annuity  was  granted  by 
King  Charles  II.  to  A.  and  his 


heirs  payable  put  of  the  coal  du- 
ties. Held  that  though  descend- 
able to  the  heirs,  it  was  personal 
and  not  real  estate.  Radbum  v. 
Jervis.  Page  450 

See  Charge  of  Debts,  &c. 
exomeratiok,  &c. 
Revocation. 

PER  STIRPES. 
A  testator  devised  real  estate  in  trust, 
for  the  persons  who  at  his  decease 
should  be  the  next  of  kin  of  R.  D. 
deceased,  according  to  the  statute 
of  distributions,  and  their  heirs  as 
tenants  in  common.  The  next 
of  kin  consisted  of  great  grand- 
children's children,  and  the  chil- 
dren of  great  grand-children's 
children:  Held,  that  they  took 
per  stirpes,  and  not  per  capita. 
Mattison  v.  Tanfeld.  131 

See  Per  Capita. 

PETITION. 

An  order  made  upon  petition  on  the 
merits  cannot  be  discharged  on 
motion,  semble ;  but  where  the 
irregularity  of  an  order,  obtained 
on  petition  in  open  court,  con- 
sisted in  its  being  intituled  in  a 
non-existing  cause,  the  Court  dis. 
charged  it  on  motion.  West  v. 
Smithy  In  re  Stevens  and  Others. 

306 

PIRACY. 

Injunction  to  restrain  the  piracy  of  a 
publication,  to  which  the  Plaintiffs 
would  have  been  otherwise   en- 
titled. 
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titled,  refused,  on  the  ground  of 
delay,  in  making  the  application. 
Lewis  V.  Chapman.  Page  13S 

PLEA. 

1.  The  bill  alleged  that  the  Plaintiff 
had  paid  to  the  Defendants  a  sum 
of  1250/.  as  the  balance  of  ac- 
counts between  them,  the  Plain- 
tiff being  at  that  time  deranged, 
and  labouring  under  the  erroneous 
impression  that  the  Defendants 
could  transport  him;  and  it  al- 
leged that  nothing  was  due  from 
the  Plaintiff,  and  prayed  for  an 
account  and  repayment.  The 
Defendants,  by  a  plea  stated  that 
the  parties  had  come  to  a  settle- 
ment of  account,  and  giving  credit 
to  the  Plaintiff  for  the  sum  due  to 
him,  a  sum  exceeding  1250/.  was 
found  due  to  the  Defendants, 
which  by  final  settlement  was 
paid,  and  receipts  given;  there 
was  an  averment  that  the  accounts 
were  just,  that  credit  was  given 
to  the  Plaintiff  for  all  sums  due, 
and  that  Defendants  were  justly 
entitled  to  credit  for  all  sums  for 
which  credit  had  been  given  :  that 
there  was  no  error  in  the  account, 
and  that  the  Plaintiff  was  of  sound 
mind.  There  was,  however,  no 
denial,  by  answer  or  averment, 
that  the  1250/.  was  not  due.  The 
plea  was  overruled.    Nevoman  v. 

Huiton.  114 

2.  A  bill  was  filed  to  establish  a  will 
as  to  real  estate.  It  set  forth  the 
will,  and  stated  that  it  had  been 
proved  in  the  proper  ecclesiastical 


court,  and  it  contained  an  alle* 
gation  of  a  pretence  on  the  part 
of  the  Defendant,  that  the  will 
had  been  altered,  whereas  it 
charged  the  contrary,  and  that 
the  will  was  executed  in  several 
parts,  one  copy  of  which  was  in 
the  possession  of  the  testator  at 
his  death  unaltered.  Tlie  De- 
fendant put  in  a  plea,  stating  that 
the  will  as  proved  did  not  contain 
certain  passages;  and  from  which 
it  attempted  to  draw  the  con- 
clusion that  the  bill  was  defective 
for  want  of  parties.  There  was 
no  answer  accompanying  the  plea: 
Held,  that  the  plea  was  irregular 
in  point  of  form.  Strickland  v. 
Strickland.  Page  224 

3.  On  overruling  a  plea  liberty  given 
the  defendant  to  plead  de  novo, 
and  to  the  plaintiff  to  amend  his 
bill.     Chadwick  v.  Broadwood* 

308 

4.  The  Plaintiff,  alleging  himself  to 
be  son  and  heir  of  A,  who  was 
the  son  and  heir  of  B.y  who  was 
the  son  and  heir  of  C,  who  was 
the  eldest  brother  of  Z>.,  who  was 
the  father  of  £.,  the  deceased 
owner  of  an  estate,  and  alleging 
the  several  descents  and  seisins, 
filed  a  bill  of  discovery  in  aid  of 
an  action  at  law.  The  Defendant 
pleaded  that  B,  and  the  Plaintiff 
were  not  heirs  of  i?.,  and  that  the 
property  never  descended  to  B., 
or  to  A,t  or  to  the  Plaintiff,  and 
that  A*  and  the  Plaintiff  were 
never  seised,  '*for  that  2).  had 
never  an  elder  brother  C,  and  B, 
was  not  the  son  of  any  C'    The 

plea 
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plea  was  held  multifarious,  and 
was  overruled.  Chadxoick  t.  Broad- 
toood.  Page  530 

5.  Plea  overruled  on  the  ground  of 
its  not  being  accompanied  by  an 
answer  as  to  a  fact  affecting,  as 
evidence,  the  truth  of  the  plea. 
Chadwick  v.  Broadwood.         530 

6.  On  overruling  a  plea,  liberty  was 
given  to  the  Plaintiff  to  amend, 
and  to  the  Defendant  to  plead  de 
novo :  Held,  that  the  Defendant 
mighty  by  a  second  plea,  raise  as 
a  defence  objections  which  he  had 
passed  over  in  his  first  plea.  Chad- 
toick  V.  Broadxvood.  530 

7.  Whether  a  negative  plea  can  be 
filed  to  a  bill  of  discovery  in  aid 
of  an  action  at  law,  quare*  Chad- 
vnck  V.  Broadtoood.  530 

8.  A,  brought  an  action  at  law  against 
jB.,  and  filed  a  bill  of  discovery, 
in  aid  of  the  action,  against  B. 
alone.  B.  pleaded  that  he  was  a 
mere  mortgagee,  and  that  he  ought 
not  to  be  compelled  to  give  the 
discovery  in  the  absence  of  C. 
the  mortgagor.  The  plea  was 
overruled.    BaUs  v.  Margrave. 

448 
See  Costs,  4. 

PLEADING. 

A  bill  for  discovery,  in  aid  of  an 
action  of  covenant  brought  by  the 
assignee  of  the  lessor,  stated  that 
the  lessor,  at  the  time  of  granting 
the  lease,  was  "  seised  or  other- 
wise well  entitled,"  &c.  Held, 
that  this  was  not  a  sufficient  al- 
legation that  the  lessor  had  the 


legal  estate  so  as  to  shew  the  right 
of  bis  assignee  to  sue  at  law  on 
the  covenant,  and  a  demurrer  on 
that  ground  was  allowed.  BaUs 
V.  Margrave*  Page  284 

See  Answer. 
Costs,  3. 
Demurber,  1,  2. 
Evidence,  1.  3. 
Multifariousness. 
Parties,  passim. 
Plea,  1,  2,  3,4,5. 
Receiver,  3. 
Relief. 
Supplemental  Bill. 

POWER. 
See  Legacy  Duty,  2. 

PRACTICE. 

1.  Disapproval  of  the  practice  of 
advancing  money  out  of  funds  in 
Court,  to  enable  parties  to  try  an 
issue  directed  by  the  Court.  John- 
stony.  Todd.  218 

2.  Where  a  Defendant  admits  by  his 
answer  the  possession  of  docu- 
ments, and  a  balance  of  money, 
it  is  irregular  to  move  for  the  pro- 
duction of  the  former,  and  pay- 
ment into  Court  of  the  latter,  by 
two  separate  motions.  They  ought 
to  be  included  in  one.  In  this 
case  the  Court  ordered  the  Plain- 
tiff to  pay  the  extra  costs  occa* 
sioned  by  this  irregular  proceed- 
ing,    Hawke  v.  Kemp.  288 

3.  The  Court  will  not  determine  a 
question  between  two  parties,  on 
admission  of  facts  on  which  they 
reserve   to   themselves  the  right 

of 
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of  afterwards  adducing  eYidence. 
Sideboiham  v.  Barringlon, 

Page  524 

See  Affidavit,  2- 
Amendment. 
Answer. 
Charity. 
Co-Plaintiffs. 
Costs,  2,  8,  4,  5,  6. 
Creditor's  Suit. 
Debenb  esse,  1,  2. 
Dismissal,  1,2. 
Evidence,  I,  2.  5. 
Exceptions,  1,  2. 
Foreign  Law. 
Forma  Pauperis. 
General  Orders. 
Guardian. 
Injunction,  1. 
Insufficiency. 
Interpleader. 
Irregularity. 
Legacy  Duty,  1. 
Master  in  Ordinary. 
Master's  Office. 
Motion,  1,  2. 
Parties. 

Payment  into  Court. 
Petition. 
Plea,  8.  6. 
Pro  Confesso. 
Production      of    Docu- 
ments. 
Receiver,  1,  2. 
Reference. 
Security  for  Costs. 
Statute,  3. 
Stop  Order,  ] ,  2. 
Substituted  Service. 
Taxation,  1. 
Witness. 
Waiver. 


PRECATORY  WORDS. 

1.  A  testator  bequeathed  to  his 
daughter  A*^  the  wife  of  J?.,  a 
legacy  of  10,000/.  payable  six 
months  after  his  decease ;  and  he 
recommended  his  daughter  and  her 
husband  to  settle  it,  together  with 
such  sum  of  money  of  the  husband 
as  he  should  choose,  for  the  benefit 
of  A.  and  her  children ;  Held,  a 
trust  for  the  children,  and  that  the 
legacy  did  not  lapse  by  the  death 
of  A*  in  the  lifetime  of  the  testa- 
tor.   Ford  v.  Fonder.      Page  146 

2*  Principles  of  construction*  in 
cases  of  precatory  words  in  wills, 
and  the  requisites  to  enable  the 
Court  to  construe  them  as  imper- 
ative.   Knight  y.  Knight.         14>8 

S.  Where  property  is  given  abso- 
lutely to  one,  who  is  by  the  donor 
recommended,  intreated,  or  wish- 
ed, to  dispose  of  it  in  favour  of 
another,  the  words  create  a  trust, 
if  they  are  such  as  ought  to  be 
construed  imperative,  and  the  sub- 
ject and  objects  are  certain :  thus, 
if  a  testator  gives  1000^.  to  A.  B.^ 
desiring,  wishing,  recommending, 
or  hoping  that  A.  B.  will,  at  his 
death,  give  the  same  sum  or  any 
certain  part  to  C.  D.,  a  trust  is 
created  in  favour  of  C.  D.  Knight 
V.  Knight.  148 

4.  Bequest  to  A.  B.  of  a  residue, 
with  a  recommendation  to  him 
after  his  death  to  give  it  to  his 
own  relations,  or  such  of  his  own 
relations  as  he  shall  think  most 
deserving,  or  as  he  shall  choose, 
has  been  considered  sufficiently 
certain 
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certain  both  as  to  subject  and  ob- 
ject, to  create  a  trust.  Knight  v. 
Knight.  Page  148 

5.  Where  it  is  to  be  collected  that 
the  donor  did  not  intend  the 
words  to  be  imperative,  or  if  the 
first  taker  was  to  have  a  discre- 
tionary power  of  withdrawing  any 
part  of  the  subject  from  the  ob- 
ject of  the  wish,  or  if  the  objects, 
or  the  interests  they  are  to  take, 
are  not  ascertained  with  sufficient 
certainty,  no  trust  is  created. 
Knight  V.  Knight.  148 

6.  A  testator,  R.  P.  K,  was  en- 
titled to  real  estates  in  tail  male, 
with  remainder  to  his  cousins  in 
tail,  with  remainder  to  himself  in 
fee  as  right  heir  of  the  settlor,  as 
to  part  under  a  settlement  made 
by  his  grandfather,  and  as  toother 
part  under  the  will  of  the  same 
grandfather.    R.  P.  K.  suffered  a 

'  recovery  and  acquired  the  fee 
simple.  He  afterwards  made  his 
will,  by  which  he  devised  all  his 
estates,  real  and  personal,  to  his 
brother  T.  A.  K^  if  living  at  his 
decease,  and  if  not,  to  T.  A*  K.'s 
son,  T.  A.  K.  the  younger,  and  in 
case  he  should  die  before  the  tes- 
tator, to  his  eldest  son  or  next 
descendant  in  the  direct  male  line; 
and  in  case  he  should  leave  no 
such  descendant,  to  the  next 
male  issue  of  his  said  brother,  and 
his  next  descendant  in  the  direct 
male  line;  but  in  case  that  no 
such  issue  or  descendant  of  his 
said  brother  or  nephew  should  be 
living  at  the  time  of  his,  the  tes- 


tator's, decease,  to  the  next  de- 
scendant  in  the  direct  male  line 
of  his  said  grandfather,  according 
to  the  purport  of  his  will  under 
which  the  testator  inherited  those 
estates  which  his  industry  had  ac- 
quired, &c.     He  constituted  the 
person  who  should  inherit  his  said 
estates  his  sole  executor  and  trus- 
tee, to  carry  the  same  and  every 
thing  therein  duly  into  execution, 
<'  confiding  in  the  'approved  hon- 
our and  integrity  of  his  family  to 
take  no  advantage  of  any  technical 
inaccuracies,  but  to  admit  all  the 
comparatively  small  reservations 
which  he  made  out  of  so  large  a 
property  according  to  the  plain 
and  obvious  meaning  of  his  words;" 
he  then  gave  some  small  legacies, 
and  proceeded  thus :  "  /  trust  to 
the  UbcTality  of  my  successors  to 
reward  any  others  of  my  old  ser- 
vants   and  tenants    according  to 
their  deserts f  and  to  their  justice 
in  continuing    the  estates  in  the 
male  succession^  according  to  the 
MoiU  of  the  founder  of  the  family ^ 
my     above-named     grandfather** 
T.  A.  K.  survived  the  testator. 
Held,  that  the  words   were  not 
sufficiently  imperative,  and   that 
the  subject  intended  to  be  affect- 
ed, and  the  interests  to  be  enjoyed 
by  the  objects,  were  not  suffici- 
ently defined  to  create  a  trust  in 
favour  of  the  male  line,  and  that 
T.  A.  K.  took  the  property   un- 
fettered by  any  trust  in  favour  of 
such  male  line.    Knight  v.  Knight. 
Page  148 
PRESUMPTION 
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PRESUMPTION. 

SeeMEBGER,  1}  %  3. 

PRINCIPAL  AND  AGENT. 
A.  employed  B.»  a  stockbroker*  to 
purchase  some  canal  shares.  B. 
apparently  bought  them  from  C.^ 
the  ostensible  owner,  but  who 
aflerwards  turned  out  to  be  a 
mere  trustee  for  B.  The  Court, 
after  a  lapse  of  several  years,  and 
without  entering  into  the  question 
of  the  fairness  of  the  price :  Held, 
that  the  transaction  was  void  on 
grounds  of  public  policy,  and  set 
it  aside  with  costs.  GiUett  v.  Pep- 
percorne.  Page  78 

PRIORITY.  ' 
See  Administration  Suit. 

PROBATE  DUTY. 
See  Legacy  Duty,  1,  2. 

PRO  CONFESSO. 

1.  Where  an  issue  is  directed  by  the 
Court,  and  tlie  plaintiff  makes  de- 
fault in  going  to  trial,  it  will  be 
taken  pro  confesw  against  him, 
unless  reasonable  cause  for  the 
neglect  be  shewn.  A  negotiation 
for  a  compromise  held,  in  such  a 
case,  to  be  a  reasonable  cause. 
Johnston  v.  Todd.  218 

2.  Under  the  1  W.  4.  c.  36.  a  de- 
cree, even  when  there  is  but  one 
Defendant,  cannot  be  taken  pro 
confesso  on  motion.  Collins  v. 
Collider.  600 


PRODUCTION  OF  DOCU- 
MENTS. 

1.  An  information  made  claim,  on 
behalf  of  a  charity,  to  a  farm,  out 
of  which  a  fixed  annual  rent 
charge  had  for  many  years  been 
paid.  The  Defendant  admitted 
the  right  to  the  rent-charge,  but 
contended  that  he  represented 
parties  who  were  purchasers  of 
the  farm  for  valuable  considera- 
tion, without  notice.  He  ad- 
mitted he  had  in  his  possession 
title  deeds  which  made  out  his 
own  title,  but  did  not  make  out  or 
evidence  the  title  of  the  charity : 
Held,  that  the  Defendant  was  not 
bound  to  produce  them.  Attorn 
ney-General  v.  SiruiL     Page  396 

2.  The  Defendants  were  ordered  to 
deposit  certain  documents  with 
their  clerk  in  court  for  the  usual 
purposes,  and  to  give  an  inspec- 
tion of  the  remainder  at  their 
office,  and  produce  them  at  the 
examination  of  witnesses  and  at 
the  hearing :  Held,  that  the  pro- 
duction on  the  examination  of 
witnesses  in  town  and  at  the  hear- 
ing should  be  at  the  expence  of 
the  Defendants ;  and  for  produc- 
tion on  the  examination  of  wit- 
nesses in  the  country,  at  the  ex- 
pence  of  the  Plaintiff.  Davies  v. 
Harford.  Page  118 

PUBLIC  POLICY. 

An  agreement  by  a  solicitor,  for 
valuable  consideration,  not  to 
practise  as  solicitor  in  any  part  of 

Great 
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Great  Britain  for  twenty  years, 
held  valid.       Whittaker  v.  Hoine. 
PageSSS 
See  Injunction. 

PURCHASE. 
See  Heir,  1. 

REAL  ESTATE. 

Testator  charged  his  real  estate  with 
his  debts,  held,  that  the  real  es- 
tate was  subject  to  damages,  ac- 
crued after  his  death,  under  an 
equitable  liability  to  indemnify. 
WiUson  V.  Leonard.  373 

See  Charob  on  Real  Estate. 

Personal  Estate. 

Revocation,  2. 


RECEIVER. 


1 


A  receiver,  who  had  been  ap- 
pointed in  consequence  of  the 
misconduct  and  incapacity  of  trus- 
tees under  a  will,  discharged,  upon 
the  appointment  of  new  trustees 
by  the  Court.  Bainbrigge  v. 
Blair.  421 

2.  A  receiver  is  appointed  for  the 
benefit  of  all  parties  interested, 
and  will  not  therefore  be  dis- 
charged, merely  on  the  applica- 
tion of  the  party  at  whose  instance 
he  was  appointed.  Bainbrigge  v. 
Blair.  421 

3.  A  bill  for  a  receiver,  pending 
a  litigation  as  to  probate,  ought 
not  to  seek  discovery  in  reference 
to  the  merits  on  that  litigation. 
Wood  V.  Hitchings.  504 

See  Statute,  2. 


RECTOR. 
See  Breach  of  Trust,  1,  2. 

REFERENCE. 

The  Defendant,  a  purchaser  of  a 
public  house,  insisted  that  time 
was  of  the  essence  of  the  contract, 
and  that  the  abstract  had  not  been 
delivered  within  the  time  agreed 
on.  A  reference  without  preju- 
judice  was  made,  on  motion,  as 
to  the  title,  and  when  it  was  first 
shewn.     Foxlotoe  v.  Amcoats. 

Page  496 

RELATOR. 

See  Motion,  1. 

RELIEF. 
A  Plaintiff  cannot  by  one  bill  ob- 
tain specific  relief,  and  also  a  dis- 
covery on  a  matter  distinct  from 
that  specific  relief.  Wood  v. 
Hitchings.  504 

RESIDUE. 
See  Legacy,  2. 

REVIVOR. 
See  Dismissal,  2. 

REVOCATION. 

1 .  By  her  will  a  testatrix  gave  legacies 
of  200/.  each  to  the  seven  children 
of  J.  B.  B.,  and  also  other  inter- 
ests. By  her  first  codicil  she  re- 
voked the  legacies  of  200/.  to  the 
children  of  «7.  B.  B.,  and  all  other 
legacies 
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legacies  given  by  the  will,  and  in 
lieu  gave  legacies  of  200^.  each  to 
Samuel  and  Jour  other  children  of 
J,  B.  B.  by  name.  By  her  second 
codicil  she  cancelled  all  legacies 
left  in  her  mil  to  J.  B.  B:%  chil- 
dren,  and  by  a  third  codicil  she 
revoked  the  legacy  of  200/.  by  a 
previous  codicil  to  her  will  given 
to  Samuel.  Held,  that  the  lega- 
cies of  200/.  each,  given  to  the 
other  four  children  by  the  first 
codicil  were  not  revoked.  Bunny 
V.  Bunny.  Page  109 

.  A  testator,  by  will  duly  attested, 
gave  all  his  real  and  personal  es- 
tate to  trustees,  to  convert  into 
money  and  pay  his  debts,  and 
then  to  appropriate  and  take  out 
of  his  said  trust  monies  1000/., 
which  he  gave  to  the  Plaintiff. 
By  a  codicil,  not  properly  attested 
so  as  to  pass  real  estate,  he  revoked 
the  legacy:  Held,  that  on  this 
will  the  testator  had  made  his  real 
and  personal  estate  a  common  fund 
for  payment  of  this  legacy :  that 
the  revocation  was  inoperative  as 
regarded  th&  real  estate,  and  that 
the  Plaintiff  was  entitled  in  the 
proportion  which  the  real  estate 
bore  to  the  personal.  Stacker  ▼. 
Harbin.  479 


SATISFACTION. 

Annuities  of  900/.  and  500/.  respect- 
ively, bequeathed  by  a  testator  to 
his  two  sisters,  held  not  to  be  a 
satisfaction  of  annuities  of  SOO/. 
each  granted  in  his  lifetime,  by  him 


to  them  for  valuable  consideration 
Hales  V.  Darell.  Page  324- 

See  Cumulative  Legacy,  1,  2. 

SCOTCH  LAW. 
See  Foreign  Law. 

SCOTCH  MARRIAGE. 
See  Husband  and  Wife,  1. 

SECURITY  FOR  COSTS. 

Plaintiffs  ordered  to  give  security 
for  the  costs,  allowed  to  deposit 
money  instead  of  giving  such  se- 
curity, and  a  reference  made  to 
Master  to  approve  of  a  proper  sum. 
Fellotoes  v.  Deere.  S53 

See  Amendment. 

SEPARATE  ESTATE. 

A  feme  covert  made  a  disposition 
of  property,  as  to  which  it  was 
doubtful  whether  it  was  settled  to 
her  separate  use.  The  husband 
disclaimed:  Held,  that  whether 
separate  property  or  not,  the  hus- 
band's disclaimer  gave  effect  to 
the  disposition  of  the  wife.  Ry 
croft  V.  ChrUtie.  238 

See  Breach  of  Trust,  5. 

SERVICE. 
See  Substituted  Service. 

SHIP. 
See  Jurisdiction,  1. 
Specific^Legacy,  1. 

SOLICITOR. 
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SOLICITOR. 
A  solicitor  who  is  a  trustee,  is  not 
entitled  to  charge  for  his  profes- 
sional services,  which  must  be 
assumed  to  have  been  rendered  in 
his  character  of  trustee;  but, 
under  a  contract  properly  entered 
into,  he  may  be  entitled  to  his 
professional  charges.  In  re  Sher- 
xoood.  Page  338 

See  Costs,  7. 

Taxation,  1,  2,  3. 
Public  Policy. 
Breach  of  Trust,  7*  9. 

SPECIFICATION. 

See  Patent. 

SPECinC  LEGACY. 

1.  A  testator  bequeathed  to  A.  B» 
all  his  ships  and  money  due  to 
him  at  the  time  of  his  decease : 
Held,  that  freight,  earned  by  a 
ship  under  a  charter-party  ex- 
ecuted after  the  date  of  the  will 
and  in  respect  of  a  voyage  not 
completed  until  after  the  testator's 
death,  did  not  pass  to  A.  B.  either 
as  ''  money  due,"  or  as  incident 
to  the  ship.  Stephenson  V.  D&w- 
son.  342 

2.  Testator  bequeathed  the  dividends 
&c.  of  all  stocks  he  should  be  en- 
titled to  at  the  time  of  his  decease, 
in  the  public  funds.  He  had 
10,(X)tf.  consols  at  his  death  : 
Held,  that  this  was  a  specific  be- 
quest of  that  sum.  Stephenson  v. 
Dowson,  34*2 

Vol.  IIL 


STATUTE  OF  FRAUDS. 
A  parent,  by  his  agent,  on  the  mar- 
riage of  his  daughter,  entered 
into  an  engagement,  in  writing, 
with  her  intended  husband,  .in 
which  his  name  was  written,  but 
not  signed:  Held,  that  a  letter 
written  by  the  parent  after  the 
marriage,  referring  to  the  memo- 
randum, as  stating  the  terms  of 
the  engagement,  was  either  a  suf- 
ficient agreement  signed  by  the 
party,  within  the  Statute  of  Frauds, 
or  a  sufficient  recognition  of  the 
use  made  of  his  name  in  the  me- 
morandum. De  BeU  v.  Thomson. 
Page  469 
See  Vendor  and  Purchaser,  5. 

STATUTE  OF  LIMITATIONS. 
(3  &  4  »^.  4.  c.  27.) 

1.  Turnpike  tolls  are  not  within  the 
Statute  of  Limitations  of  the  3& 
4  W.  4.  c.  27.,  and  consequently 
more  than  six  years'  arrears  of 
interest  may  be  recovered  on  a 
mortgage  of  turnpike  tolls,  not- 
withstanding the  forty-second  sec- 
tion of  that  act.   Mellish  v.  Brooks. 

22 

2.  A  canal  company  conveyed,  under 
their  common  sealy  the  canal, 
works,  and  rates  to  a  mortgagee^ 
to  hold,  &c.,  until  repayment  of 
certain  money  borrowed  and  in- 
terest. There  was  no  covenant  to 
repay:  Held,  under  the  modern 
statutes  of  limitations^  that  al- 
though the  mortgagee  could  re- 
cover the  principal  within  twenty 

U  u  years, 
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years,  yet  his  remedy  for  arrears 
of  interest  was  limited  to  six  years. 
Hodges  Y.  Croydon  Canal  Com* 
pany.  Page  86 

S.  Wliere  property  is  under  lease, 
adverse  possession  runs  against 
the  reversioner  from  the  expira- 
tion of  the  lease,  or  from  the  time 
when  the  tenant  pays  rent  to  one 
claiming  wrongfully  to  be  entitled 
in  immediate  reversion.  Chad'- 
wick  v.  Broadwood*  808 

4.  A  bill  of  discovery  in  aid  of  an 
action  of  ejectment,  filed  in  1840, 
stated  that  in  1776  A.  B^  being 
seised  in  fee,  granted  leases  of  the 
property  which  expired  in  1825, 
and  that  the  Plaintiff  as  heir  of  A. 
B*f  was  now  entitled  to  the  pro- 
perty,  for  the  recovery  of  which 
he  was  about  to  bring  an  action 
of  ejectment.  The  Defendant 
pleaded  the  Statute  of  Limitations 
(3&4^.4.  C.27.),  and  averred 
that  the  Plaintiff  had  not  been  in 
possession  or  received  rents  for 
more  than  twenty  years  before 
the  bill  was  filed :  that  the  De- 
fendant had  entered  into  posses- 
sion as  purchaser  in  fee  simple  m 
1819,  and  had  ever  since  remained 
in  peaceable  possession  as  tenant 
in  fee.  Held,  that  this  plea  could 
not,  in  law,  be  sustained,  for  there 
being  no  allegation  that  the  rent 
had  been  paid  to  any  one  wrong- 
fully claiming  to  be  entitled  in 
reversion  immediately  expectant 
on  the  determination  of  the  lease, 
the  Plaintiff's  right  did  not  accrue 
until  the  expiration  of  the  lease 
in  1825,  or  within  twenty  years 


from  the  filbg  of  the  bill.    Ckmd- 
mdk  V.  Broadwood.        Page  908 

See  Charob  of  Debts. 

STATUTES,  CONSTRUCTION 
OF. 

1.  (4  &  5  FT.  4.  c.  29.)  An  applica- 
tion under  the  4  &  5  FT.  4.  c.  29.» 
to  invest  trust  funds  on  Irish  se- 
curity refused,  for  though  for  the 
benefit  of  the  tenant  for  life,  as  in* 
creasing  his  income,  it  was  other- 
wise as  to  those  in  remainder^  aa 
affording  a  less  secure  investment. 
Sluari  v.  Siuart.  4S0 

2.  (1  &  2  Via.  c.  110-  *.2a)  A.B. 
had  obtamed  an  order  in  the  Ex- 
chequer for  payment  of  costs, 
against  a  party  to  a  suit  in  this 
Court,  who  was  tenant  for  life  of 
certain  property  over  which  a  re- 
ceiver had  been  appointed,  with 
directions  to  pay  her  the  rents. 
The  Court  gave  leave  to  A.  B^ 
notwithstanding  the  appointment 
of  receiver,  to  sue  out  and  execute 
such  writs  as  he  might  be  advised. 
Gouch  V.  Haworth*  428 

S.  (1  &  2  Vict,  (.lia  sAS.)  Whe- 
ther an  order  to  pay  money  into 
Court  to  the  credit  of  a  cause  is 
an  order  within  the  meaning  of 
the  1  &  2  Vict.  e.  110.  s.  18.; and 
if  so,  whether  a  taking  under  an 
attachment  for  contempt  would, 
under  the  sixteenth  section,  in- 
validate a  charge  obtained  under 
the  thirteenth  section. 

This  Court  has  no  jurisdiction 
to  order  the  Master  of  the  Com- 
mon Pleas  to  vacate  a  memo- 
randum 
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randuni  entered  under  the  1  & 
2  Viet.  c.  IIOh  of  an  order  of  this 
Court.   IVeUsv.GMs.  PageS99 

(S  &  4  Via.  c.  S&.)  See  Draining 
Act. 

(1  fr.4.  C.S6.)  See  Pro  Confemo,  2. 

(89  &  40  6. 3.  c.  98.)  See  Accumu- 
lation, 1, 2. 

{SScSfV.  4.  e.  88.    Se«  Patent.) 
See  INTSRPLEADBR9  2. 

STOCK. 
See  Spbcivic  Bequest. 

STOP  ORDER. 

1.  An  incumbrancer  on  a  portion  of 
an  undivided  fund  in  Court  can- 
not obtain  a  stop  order  on  it, 
without  serving  the  other  parties 
interested,  with  the  petition  for 
that  purpose.  Trexevani  v.  Fra» 
zer.  288 

2.  A.  conveyed  to  B.  his  rever- 
sionary interest  in  a  fund  in  Court, 
and  J3.  obtained  a  stop  order. 
When  the  fund  fell  into  posses- 
sion, B.  presented  a  petition  for 
payment  to  him.  On  the  hearing 
of  the  petition,  A.  insisted  that 
the  purchase  was  invalid,  being  a 
purchase  of  a  reversionary  interest 
at  an  undervalue.  The  Court 
would  not  decide  the  point,  but 
proposed  to  retain  the  funds  in 
Court  for  a  limited  time,  if  A. 
would  undertake  to  file  a  bill  to 
set  aside  the  conveyance.  A.  not 
giving  the  undertaking,  the  fund 
was  paid  out  to  B.  Beihune  v. 
Kennedy.  462 


SUBPGBNA. 

See  Substituted  Service. 

SUBSTITUTED  SERVICE. 

Substituted  service  of  a  subpcena  to 
appear  ordered  in  a  creditor's 
suit  on  one,  who,  acting  as  the 
attorney  of  the  executor  and  ge- 
neral devisee  and  legatee  resident 
in  India,  had  obtained  adminis- 
tration here,  and  had  entered  into 
receipt  of  the  rents  of  the  real 
estate.     Weymouth  v.  Lambert. 

Page  888. 

SUPPLEMENTAL  BILL. 

A  testator  who  died  in  1767,  di- 
rected his  estate  to  be  converted 
and  invested,  and  he  gave  the 
same  to  his  wife  for  life,  remainder 
to  his  daughter,  with  remainder 
to  the  Plaintifis.  The  executors 
neglected  to  convert  some  lease- 
holds, and  permitted  the  succes- 
sive tenants  for  life  to  enjoy  the 
same  until  their  expiration.  After 
their  deaths  the  Plaintiflb  filed 
their  bill  against  the  representa- 
tives of  the  executors  for  a  ge- 
neral account.  The  executors, 
who  had  no  personal  knowledge 
of  the  matter,  represented  the 
residue  to  consist  of  a  sum  in  the 
funds ;  and  they,  by  their  answer, 
amongst  other  papers,  admitted 
the  leases  to  be  in  their  posses- 
sion. At  the  hearing  the  Plain- 
tiffs waived  the  accounts,  and  took 
the  money  in  the  funds.  They 
afterwards  discovered  the  breach 
Vu  2  of 
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of  trust  in  respect  of  the  lease- 
holds, and  filed  a  supplemental 
bill  to  obtain  relief  in  respect 
thereof.  The  Court,  notwithstand- 
ing the  former  decree,  decided  in 
their  favour,  but  without  costs. 
Mehrtens  v.  Andretos.      Page  72 


TAXATION. 

1.  An  application  for  the  re-taxa- 
tion of  a  solicitor's  bill  should  be 
by  petition,  stating  particularly 
the  grounds  of  complaint,  and  not 
by  motion.  Attorney-General  v. 
NeihercoaU  297 

2.  On  taxation,  charges  disallowed 
for  want  of  authority,  and  charges 
reduced  by  limiting  to  one  of 
several  defendants  his  aliquot  part 
of  a  joint  charge,  ought  not  to  be 
computed  in  determining  on  whom 
the  costs  of  taxation  should  fall, 
semble,  Aitorney^General  v.  Ne- 
thercoat.  297 

3.  A  solicitor  was  retained  by  A.  B. 
and  four  other  defendants ;  A.  B. 
having  withdrawn  his  retainer,  the 
solicitor  delivered  his  bill  against 

A.  JB.,  amounting  to  19/.  194., 
which  was  referred  for  taxation ; 
the  Master,  considering  that  A. 

B.  was  liable  to  one  fifth  part 
only  of  several  charges,  struck  off 
four  fifths  thereof,  and  certified 
he  had  taxed  the  bill  at  4/.  l(k,  6^. 
The  client  then  obtained  an  order 
of  course  for  payment  by  the  so- 
licitor of  the  costs  of  the  taxation ; 
a  motion  been  made,  on  behalf 


of  the  solicitor,  to  discharge  the 
latter  order  for  irregularity,  on 
the  ground  that  more  than  one 
sixth  had  not  been  struck  off  with- 
in the  rule,  but  no  application 
being  made  to  be  relieved  from 
the  certificate,  which  warranted 
the  second  order,  the  motion  was, 
on  that  ground,  refused,  with 
cosu.  MwkHi  V.  Ht//.  Page  SOI 


TENANT  FOR  LIFE. 

Amount  of  the  expenses  of  draining 
ordered  to  be  paid  out  of  a  fund 
to  which  the  infant  tenant  for  life 
was  absolutely  entitled,  in  lieu 
of  charging  the  land.  Stanhope  ▼. 
Stanhope.  547 

See  Devise,  1. 

TENANT  IN  COMMON. 
The  Court  will  restrain  one  tenant 
in  common  from  the  wilful  de- 
struction of  the  common  pro- 
perty ;  but  where  a  railroad  com- 
pany had  obtained  a  lease  from 
five  out  of  six  tenants  in  common, 
and  had,  contrary  to  the  wishes 
of  the  remaining  tenant  in  com- 
mon, constructed  a  railroad  on 
the  property,  which,  at  law,  had 
been  held  to  be  an  ouster,  the 
Court  refused  to  interfere  by  in- 
junction to  prevent  the  dissenting 
tenant  in  common  removing  the 
rails,  &c.,  though  the  rent  agreed 
to  be  paid  by  the  company  was 
three  times  the  former  rent.  Dur- 
ham and  Sunderland  BaUnoay 
Company  V,  Waian.  119 

TENDER. 
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TENDER. 

SeeCosTSf  I. 

THELLUSSON  ACT- 
See  Accumulation,  1,  2. 

TITLE  DEEDS- 
J&tf  PfiODUCTioN  OF  Documents,  1. 

TRANSFER  OF  CAUSE-    . 
See  Master  in  ordinary. 

TRUST- 

Settlement  of  husband's  estate  on 
his  marriage,  in  trust  to  pay  the 
rents,  &c.,  **  unto  or  for  the  main- 
tenance and  support  of  the  hus- 
band, wife,  and  children,  or  other- 
wise, if  the  trustees  should  think 
proper  to  permit  the  same  to  be 
received  by  the  husband  during 
his  life,  without  power  to  charge, 
&c.,''  on  the  bankruptcy  of  the 
husband:  Held,  that  a  trust  had 
been  created  for  the  maintenance 
and  support  of  the  wife  and  chil- 
dren out  of  the  property  during 
the  husband's  life-  Page  v.  fVay, 
Page  20 
See  Breach  of  Trust. 

Charge  of  Debts. 

Charity- 

Precatory  Words. 

TRUST  EXECUTED. 

A.  B.f  the  cestuique  trust  of  money 
in  the  hands  of  a  trustee,  by  deed, 
without  consideration,  directed 
part  of  the  dividends  to  be  paid 


by  him  for  the  maintenance  of  an 
.  infant,  a  stranger  to  A:B.f  and 
covenanted  to  indemnify  him, 
and  agreed  to  allow  the  same  out 
of  the  dividends  of  the  trust  fund. 
The  trustee  accepted  the  new 
trust,  and  acted  upon  the  deed : 
Held,  that  there  was  a  valid  exe- 
cuted trust  created,  which  A,  B. 
could  not  revoke.  Rycroft  v. 
Christy.  Page  288 

TRUST  EXECUTORY. 
See  Devise,  1,  2. 

TRUSTEE. 

1.  Trustees  of  a  term,  the  trusts  of 
which  had  been  put  an  end  to  by 
the  cestuique  trusty  held  entitled 
to  their  costs  of  a  suit  to  compel 
an  assignment  of  the  term  to  the 
purchaser  of  the  property,  on  the 
ground  that  full  and  accurate  in- 
formation had  not  been  tendered 
them  before  bill  filed.  Holford  v. 
Phipps.  434 

2.  Where  parties  call  on  trustees  to 
part  with  their  estate  on  the 
ground  that  their  trusts  have  ter- 
minated, they  are  bound  clearly 
and  satisfactorily  to  shew  the  fact 
to  the  trustees.  Holford  v. 
Phipps.  434 

See  Breach  of  Trust. 
Executor,  2. 
Payment  into  Court- 
Solicitor. 

TURNPIKE  TOLLS. 
See  Statute  of  Limitations,  2. 


UNCERTAINTY. 
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UNCERTAINTY. 

See  Demurrer,  1. 
Pleading. 


VENDOR  AND  PURCHASER. 

1.  i4.»  who  possessed  a  real  estate, 
committed  an  act  of  bankruptcy; 
he  afterwards  took  the  benefit  of 
the  Insolvent  Debtors'  Act,  and 
was  subsequently  declared  bank- 
rupt. Held,  that  the  assignees 
in  bankruptcy  could  not  make  a 
good  title  to  a  real  estate  of  the 
bankrupt;  that  the  estate  was 
vested  in  the  assignees  of  the  in- 
solvency, and  that  the  objection 
was  one  of  title  and  not  of  con- 
veyance. Sidebatham  v.  Barring" 
ion.  Pbge  524 

2.  A  vendor  conveyed  his  estate  to 
a  purchaser,  and  took  a  bond  for 
the  purchase-money.  He  after- 
wards sued  at  law  on  the  bond, 
and  in  equity  insisting  on  his 
equitable  lien.  He  was  put  to  his 
election  in  which  court  he  would 
proceed.    Barker  v.  Smark.     64 

S.  A  party,  acting  as  the  absolute 
owner,  contracted  to  sell  pro- 
perty. He  was  the  absolute 
owner  of  part,  and  as  to  the  other 
part  he  was  tenant  for  life,  with 
a  power  of  sale,  at  his  request 
and  by  his  direction,  vested  in 
trustees.  Upon  a  bill  by  the  pur- 
chaser for  a  specific  performance, 
an  enquiry  was  directed  "  whe- 
ther the  Defendant  could  make  a 


good  title,  or  could  by  applicR- 
tion  to  the  trustees,  procure  m 
good  title  to  be  made."  Graham 
V.  Oliver.  Pfcge  !«♦ 

4.  Difficulty  in  decreeing  a  partial 
performance  of  a  contract,  where 
a  vendor  has  not  the  power  of 
fully  performing  it.  Graham  v. 
Oliver.  184 

5.  The  Defendant,  on  the  6th  of 
Junet  offered  in  writing  to  sell  bis 
farm  for  lOOOf.;  but  the  Plaintiff 
offered  95(M^  which  the  Defend- 
ant on  the  87th  of  June,  afUr 
consideration,  refused  to  accept. 
On  the  29th  the  Plaintiff,  by  let- 
ter, agreed  to  give  lOOtf.,  but 
there  appeared  to  be  no  assent 
on  the  part  of  the  Defendant, 
though  there  had  been  no  with- 
drawal of  the  first  ofier :  Held, 
that  there  was  no  binding  contract 
within  the  Statute  of  Frauds. 
Hyde  V.  JVrench.  SS4 

VESTING. 

1.  A  testator  devised  a  copyhold 
estate  to  trustees,  in  trust  to  pay 
the  rents  to  his  wife  until  his 
youngest  child  attained  twenty- 
one,  she  maintaining  his  children 
until  that  event;  and  when  and  as 
soon  as  that  event  should  happen, 
upon  trust  to  pay  one  fifUi  of  the 
rents  to  his  wife  for  life.  He  then 
gave  the  remaining  four  fiflha 
separately  to  his  four  daughters, 
nominatinif  for  life,  with  remainder 
to  their  respective  children ;  and 
it  was  his  will  that  if  any  of  his 
children  should  die  without  issue 

that 
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thai  the  share  of  her  io  dying 
should  go  to  the  children  of  such 
of  his  daughters  as  should  leave 
issue ;  but  in  case  all  his  daughters 
should  die  without  leaving  lawful 
issucf  then  he  devised  all  his  said 
real  and  personal  estate  unto  his 
brothers  and  sisters;  he  subse- 
quently devised  the  one  fifth  given 
to  the  wife  for  life  in  a  similar 
manner.  A,f  one  of  the  daughters, 
died  without  issue  before  the' 
youngest  attained  twenty-one : 
Held,  that  the  shares  vested  on 
the  youngest  attaining  twenty-one; 
that  the  gift  over  was  only  of 
vested  shares,  and  therefore  that 
there  was  an  intestacy  as  to  the 
one  fifth  intended  for  A.  Bastin 
v.  fTahs.  Page  97 

2.  A  testator  devised  his  freeholds 
to  pay  certain  annuities,  and  ac- 
cumulate the  surplus  rents  so  as 
to  become  part  of  his  personal 
estate:  and,  subject  to  the  charges, 
to  the  use  of  the  first  and  other 
sons  of  his  son  A.  in  tail,  with  re- 
mainder to  his  daughter  J3.  for 
life,  with  remainder  to  her  first 
and  other  sons  in  tail,  &c.;  and 
he  directed  that  no  person  should, 
under  the  limitations,  become  en- 
titled in  possession  while  any  an- 
tecedent limitation  remained  in 
contingency.  And  he  gave  his 
personal  estate  to  the  children  of 
A*  and  B,^  *'  except  the  eldest 
son,"  to  be  transferred  to  all  his 
younger  grandchildren,  equally  to 
be  divided  between  them  as  and 
when  the  sons  attained  twenty- 
one,  and  the  daughters  attained 


that  age  or  married,  it  being  his 
will  that  each  of  their  several 
shares  and  interests  should  be- 
come vested  at  that  age,  or  the 
previous  marriage  of  daughters* 
though  such  shares  should  not 
become  payable  or  transmissMe 
till  after  the  demise  of  both  his 
son  and  daughter  ;  but,  in  the 
meantime,  he  empowered  his  trus- 
tees, though  the  parents  of  his 
grandchildren  should  be  living,  to 
apply  the  interest  of  each  grand- 
child's "presumptive  share,  even 
including  an  eldest  son's  share,  in 
their  maintenance  and  education ; " 
and  the  surplus  was  to  accumulate 
and  be  payable  along  with  their 
respective  original  shares  when 
the  same  became  vested  and  trans- 
missible, and  the  payments  were 
to  be  allowed  to  the  trustees, 
though  such  grandchildren  should 
not  gain  a  vested  interest.  And 
the  testator  declared,  that  after 
the  death  of  A*  and  J3.,  as  well  as 
during  their  lives,  his  trustees 
should  in  the  meantime  and  until 
the  share  or  shares  of  all  his  grand- 
children of  and  in  the  trust  funds 
should  become  vested  and  assign- 
able, transferrable,  or  payable,  ap- 
ply the  dividends  of  the  trust 
funds  towards  the  maintenance 
and  education  of  every  such  child 
and  children  respectively,  includ- 
ing even  the  eldest.  A.  and  B* 
were  still  living:  A,  had  no  chil- 
dren, but  B,  had  an  eldest  son  and 
other  children.  Held,  first,  that 
the  eldest  son  of  B.  had  not  a 
vested  interest  in  the  personal 
estate ; 
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eiitate;  secoodly,  that  the  other 
children  took  vested  intereeti,  sub* 
ject  to  he  divested  partially  by  the 
birth  of  other  children  ;  and» 
thirdly »  that  all  the  children  of 
B*t  IncludiDg  the  eldest  soop  who 
had  attained  twenty-one,  were  en- 
titled to  have  maintenance.  EUis 
V-  Ma^naell^  Page  587 

WAIVER. 

By  takfng  proceedings  to  exponge 
matter  reported  by  the  Master  to 
be  impertinent,  a  party  adopts  the 
report  altogether,  and  cannot  af- 
terwardSf  unless  by  the  special 
leave  of  the  Courts  take  excep- 
tions to  the  report  aa  to  passages 
reported  pertinent-  Holmes  v. 
The      Corporation     of    ArundeL 

303 
Sec  ExOEFTIOKS,  1. 

WASTE, 
See  Tenants  m  Common* 


WILL. 

See  Absolute  Interest. 

Charge  ok  Real  Estate, 
Cumulative  Legacy. 
Demonstrative  Legacy. 
Devise,  1,  2, 
Exoneration* 
Heir,  1,2. 
Implication. 
Legacy^ 
Per  Capita. 
Personal  Estate. 
Per  Stirpes* 
Precatory  Words. 
Real  Estate. 
Revocation. 
Satisfaction- 
SpEK^iFtc  Legacy- 
Vesting* 

WITNESS. 
See  De  bene  bsss. 


E^rll  OF  the:  tjiird  volume. 


LoKtioK : 
IMiJted  by  A.  SporrTi&woui»£« 


r 


if 

i'  *      -/ 


3  bios  QbS  7M7  D14 


